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The Federal Committee on Statistical Methodology was organized by 
OMB in 1975 to investigate methodological issues in Federal 
statistics. Members of the committee, selected by OMB ,on the 
basis of their individual expertise'and interest in statistical 
methods, Sense in their personal capa'city rather than,as 
representatives. The committee conducts its work through 

agency 

, subcommittees and ,work groups that are organized to study 
particular issues and that are open to any -Federal employee who 
wishes to participate in the studies. Working papers are 
prepared,by the subcommittee/work group members and reflect only 
their individual and collective ideas. 

The Employer Reporting Unit Match Study (ERUMS) Work Group of the 
Administrative Records,Subcommittee was formed to conduct a study 
that compared employer and reporting unit data from the record 
systems of the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), and the S,ocial 
Security.Administration (SSA), supplemented with employer-level 
information from the Internal Revenue Service (IRS). 
out the match study, 

To carry 
interagency agreements were developed 

between BLS, and SSA and between BLS and IRS. 
were the bases forasharing the microdata. 

These agreements 
The purpose of the 

match was to obtain more precise cinformation on the differences 
and similarities in the coverage and cbntent of the data in these 
systems. 

Although the study was limited in scope, the results‘serve to 
point in the direction of 'future,work which needs to be done in 
understanding various establishment microrecord systems. Also in j 
the context'of possible ,future sharing of microrecords, further 
studies need to be carried out. , 

The Employer Reporting Unit Match Study Work Group was chaired by 
Warren L. Buckler of the Social Security Administration, 
Department of Health ahd Human Services. 
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EXEXU!l'IVEi SUMMARY 

Introduction (Chapter I) , 

The Employer Reporting Unit Match Study (ERUMS) was a pilot 
record linkage study carried out 'under the auspices of'the 
FederalCommittee on Statistical Methodology (FCSM), Office of 
Management,and -Budget. The study linked records of,employers and 
their reporting units from three agencies: the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics (BLS), the Social Security Administration (SSA) and 

ithe Internal~Revenue Service (IRS). 
involved samples of the agencies' 

The primary linkages 

State of Texas, 
records for employers in the 

covering their activities in 1982. 

The ERUMS project was planned and carried out by an 
interagency Workgroup under the general guidance of the Federal 
Committee on Statistical Methodology. Planning began ,in 1983 and 
the project operations were completed in 1989. The motivation 
for ERUMS came from earlier work of the FCSM Subcommittee on' 
Statistical Uses of Administrative Records, which had determined 
that effective and efficient statistical uses of administrative 
r,ecords were being‘hampered by'the existence of noncompatible 
systems for reporting employer'information at the establishment 
level. 

The goal of ERUMS was to demonstrate the feasibility of 
matching employer and reporting unit data from different agency 
record systems as a means of,obtaining more precise information 
about differences in the coverage and content of the data in 
those systems. The study focussed on the BLS and SSA record 
systems, with employer-level data from IRS being used primarily 
to reconcile and explain BLS-SSA differences. 
that ERUMS, 

It was expected 
as a demonstration study, would provide valuable 

experience with the technical aspects of data linkage and the 
, administrative requirements for gaining access to the data and 

carrying out the matching operations. 

The record systems that were linked (Chapter II, Section A) 

The primary source of data for ERUMS'from BLS was~the first 
quarter 1982 Unemployment I'nsurance (UI) Address File. For each 
State, the UI Address File ,contains data for individual employers 
and their reporting units, which are often but not always 
equivalent to establishments. The data for this file are 
submitted.annually (more recently quarterly) to BLS by the State 
employment security agencies that operate the Federal-State UI 
Program: The BLS uses the,data submitted by 'the States as a 
basis for periodic statistical reports on employment and wages 
and uses the UI Address File as a national,sampling frame ,for its 
establishment surveys. 

The principal SSA files used for ERUMS were files developed 
for statistical uses within SSA. They included an edited file of 
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Form W-3 annual wage reports for 1982 and the Single Unit and 
Multi Unit Code Files. The Form W-3 file provided-wage data for 
individual employers and, in some cases, for each of their 
reporting units, which are frequently but not always equivalent 
to establishments. The Single Unit Code,File, which is updated I 
annually, contains a record for every entity that has filed an 
application for an Employer Identification Number (EIN), 
excluding non-employing entities and household employers. The 7 
Multi Unit Code File contain's a record for each reporting unit of 
multi unit employers who are participating in the Establishment 
Reporting Plan, a voluntary program under which employers report 
their annual wage information on Form W-3 separately for each of 
their reporting units. 

The main source of IRS data used for ERUMS was a Census- 
edited file based on Forms 941 and 943 for Tax Years 1981-83. 
These forms are used by employers to report each quarter 
(annually\for Form 943) to IRS on income taxes withheld from 

'wages and other payments to employees and on taxes under the 
Federal Insurance Contributions Act (Social Security taxes). 
Extracts of data from these forms are provided annually by IRS to 
the Census Bureau for use in the latter's County Business 
Patterns Program and other statistical purposes. The Census ' 
Bureau edits the files to use the best available industry code 
for each employer and impute certain missing data. A,copy of the 
edited file has been made available to the IRS Statistics of 
Income Division for use in its statistical programs. Data from 
this Census-edited file were obtained for most of the employers 
in the Phase II ERUMS sample (see below). In addition, copies of 
Form 940, Federal Unemployment Tax Return, fbr 1982 or 1983'were 
obtained for a substantial proportion of the Phase II sample 
cases. 

The study desiqn (Chapter II, Sections B and C) 

Because of the ERUMS Workgroup's limited resources, the 
study was restricted to a single State, Texas, and a small sample 
of employers and their reporting units from that State. The 
sampling unit was the employer, identified by a unique EIN. A 
probability sample of all EINs active in the State of Texas in 
1982 was selected from the BLS and SSA files described above. 
Employers were considered to be active in the BLS system if they 

' had one or more records in the 1982 UI Address File and in the 
SSA system if they had filed a W-2/W-3 wage report for 1982. 

The sample was'selected in two phases. The sampling 
fraction for Phase I was 6 in 100, and the selection was based on 
the 7th and 8th digits of the EIN. The BLS sample, which was c 
selected first, contained 16,336 distinct EINs. The BLS sample 
was compared to the SSA files and an additional sample was 
selected (using the same pairs of digits) of 3,628 EINs which had' 9 
at least one Texas reporting unit, had wage reports for 1982 and 
did not appear in the 1982 UI Address File. The Phase‘1 sample 
EINs were stratified by match status (match, SSA only, BLS%only) 
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and single/multi unit status. A Phase II sample of 401 EINs was 
selected from'the Phase I sample, using disproportionate 
stratified sampling, 
within each stratum. 

with equal probability systematic selection 
Nonmatch and'multi unit EINs were 

oversampled in Phase II because of theirgreater interest for'the 
purposes of ERUMS. 

The Phase II sample provided~the basis for the detailed 
analyses presented in this report., For matched cases, BLS and 
SSA geographic and industry codes were compared. The industry 
-codes from both sources werescompared with those in the 
IRS/Census-edited Form 941 file. The status of unmatched EINs 
was clarified by reviewing additional data sources in the agency 
for which the EIN did not show up in the initial match. Several ' 
of the EINs not located initially in the SSA edited 1982 W-3 file 
were found among groups of delinquent reporters or cases for 
which the W-2/W-3 wage report and IRS Form 941 data were being 
reconciled. In addition, several of the Phase II sample 
employers originally classified as SSA multi unit were 
reclassified as single unit because it could not be established 
that they reported 1982 wages for two or more reporting units in 
Texas. As'a result of these'reviews and changes, the final 
distribution.,of the sample EINs by match status and single/multi 
unit classification differed substantially from the preliminary 
distribution% of the Phase II sample. 

Administrative arranqements (Chapter II, Section D) 

For the ERUMS Workgroup to gain access to the data sets' 
needed for the study, it was necessary to develop working 
arrangements that complied with the provisions of confidentiality 
statutes, regulations and,policies of the‘Federa1 and State 
agencies that controlled these,data sets. 
negotiations, 

After protracted 

'development of 
this was accomplished primarily through the 

two bilateral agreements\ (shown in Appendix B). 

In one of these agreements, the IRS contracted with BLS for * 
the performance of those parts of the ERUMS project that required 
access to tax data, including the wage report information that 
was to be provided by SSA. Under this agreement, SSA staff could 
be designated as special agents of BLS to carry out their part of 
the linkage and analysis operations. By law, the purposes of IRS 
participation in the project and its service contract with BLS 
had to be related to IRS administration of the tax laws. 

The second agreement was a conditions of use agreement 
between SSA and BLS which allowed SSA to release relevant data 
from its employer files to BLS and authorized BLS to link data 
from these files with data from the UI Address File and certain 
data to be furnished by IRS, and prohibited any other linkage. 
Both agreements incorporated several safeguards, with emphasis on 
limiting access at each stage of the project to those persons who 
needed to use identifiable data,.keeping the number-of such . 
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persons to a minimum and having them sign non-disclosure 
,affidavits. 

To meet the statutory confidentiality requirements of the 
State of Texas, BLS obtained the permission of the Texas State 
Employment Commission to use the 1982 Texas UI Address File 
microdata for the ERUMS study. 

Results (Chapter 111,A) r 

All results based on the ERUMS sample are estimates weighted 
to account for the disproportionate sampling 'used in the 
selection of the Phase II sample, unless otherwise noted. The 
main quantitative results are shown in Tables IIIA-1 through 8 at 
the end of Section 111,A) 

Of the Texas EINs that were active in 1982 in the BLS or SSA 
systems, 67.1 percent were active in both systems, 27.6 percent 
were active only in the SSA system and 5.3 percent were active 
only in the BLS,system (Table IIIA-1). Only about 1.0 percent of 
all active EINs were classified as multi unit in one or both 
systems, and most of these were classified as multi unit only in 
the BLS system (Table IIIA-4). 

For the matched single unit EINs, i.e., those that were 
active in-both systems, an estimated 81.6 percent had the same 
State and county codes in both systems. The remaining cases were - 
about equally distributed in three categories: 
different county; 

same State, 
same State with no county code in the SSA file; 

and-different State (Table IIIA-5). An estimated 70.2 percent of 
the matched single unit cases had the same two-digit industry 
codes. About half of the remaining cases were not'classified by 3 
industry in the SSA system (Table IIIA-5). When matched against 
the IRS/Census-edited Form 941/943 file, about three-fourths of 
the matched single units-from both the BLS and SSA files had two- 
digit industry codes that agreed with those in the IRS/Census 
file. However, when the SSA unclassified cases were'excluded 
from this comparison, the proportion of SSA cases that agreed 
with the IRS/Census two-digit code was somewhat greater than the 
corresponding proportion for the BLS matched single unit cases 
(Table IIIA-8). 

Only a few EINs (nine sample cases)~were classified as multi 
unit in both the,BLS and SSA systems. Matching individual 1 
reporting units for these cases proved to be difficult.- Overall, 
the nine sample employers had 105 Texas reporting units in the 
BLS. system and 60 in the SSA system for 1982. 

. 
Of the active SSA EINs-not found in BLS's first quarter 1982 

UI Address File, it was estimated that 69.2 percent had reported 
no first quarter employment to IRS on Form 941 and therefore r 
would not normally be expected to appear in the BLS system (Table 
IIIA-6). For another 10 percent of these employers, the analysis 

I 

suggested that they may not 'have met requirements for UI coverage 
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in Texas either because they had no operations in Texas, because 
of nonprofit status or because their payrolls were too small. 
For the remaining 20 percent, 
not always'clear, 

the r,easons for their absence are 
but it may have resulted in part from lags in 

incorporating new employers in the UI State agency and BLS files. 

Most of'the employers who were included inlthe 1982 UI 
Address File but did not file 1982 W-2/W-3 wage reports (22 
sample cases) appeared to have ceased hiring employees, gone‘out 
of busiriess, or gone through other changes that altered their 
reporting to IRS and SSA. Half of the employers, in this group b 
reported no employment in the 1982 UI Address File. Many of the 
remainder had filed their final Form 941 with IRS (at least for 
the period 1981-1983) for,a quarter in 1981. 

An'analysis of the sample EINs that appeared in SSA's Multi 
Unit, Code File provided.some indication of the extent to which 
multi unit employers were participating in SSA's Establishment 
Reporting Plan (ERP) in 1982 (Table IIIA-7). An estimated 35.9 
percent of these EINs had been incorrectly added to the Multi 

p Unit Code File as the result of a processing error that has since' 
been corrected. Most of the remaining employers had initially 
agreed to participate in the ERP, but more than half of this 
group did not provide separate data for each reporting unit in 
their W-3 wage reporzs for 1982. 

Limitationg of the study (Chapter III,,B) 
_~ . 

Several factors limit the broad applicability of the ERUMS ' 
findings. The results reflect the reporting requirements and 
operating procedures associated with the agency record systems in 
1982. There have been ‘significant changes since then. In t 
particular, BLS has taken several steps to improve the timeliness 
andjthe completeness and accuracy of data in its UI Address,File. '_ 

The study was based on data ~for a single State, Texas, and 
on a small sample-of employers and reporting units. .The UI 
system gives the States some latitude in their record-keeping 
practices, so indications of the coverage of employers in the 
record systems of the Texas State Employment Agency in'1982 
should not be assumed to apply fully to the UI systems of other 
States at that time. The small sample size means that estimates 
based on the Phase II sample are subject to relatively large 
sampling errors. Because,of limited.resources and the complexity 
of the Phase II sample design, we were able to compute sampling 
errors only for a few 'key estimates (see Table IIIA-4). 

The analysis of the results was complicated by differences 
in concepts and'coverage in the record systems used in the study. 
These differences occurred in the basic filing requirements for 
the UI and,SSA/IRS systems, the time reference of the basic BLS 

' and SSA files used for niatching, the definition of reporting 
units,in the BLS and'the SSA/ERP systems, and the structures of 
the BLS and SSA industry classification systems. In addition, 

/ 
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certain file deficiencies and operational problems made the 
analyses more difficult. About 1.3 percent of the records in the 
1982 UI Address File for Texas did not have EINs and therefore 
were not included in the Phase I sample of,EINs from that file. 
In the SSA files, a significant proportion of employers lacked 
county and industry codes. The most serious,problem was that a 
high proportion of multi unit employers were not reporting 
separately in 1982 for each reporting unit, so that we were 
unable to do a thorough comparison of reporting units.for multi 
unit employers active in both the BLS and SSA systems.- 

Although these differences and file deficiencies made the 
analyses more difficult, the fact that we succeeded in 
identifying and documenting them is .an indication that the ERUMS 
project succeeded in its main goal, which was to demonstrate the ' 
feasibility of doing matching studies as a means of evaluating ' 
the suitability of administrative record systems for statistical 
uses. 

The data on amounts of employment and payroll available from 
SSA, BLS and IRS files were used in reviewing the unmatched 
sample cases and trying to understand why they were not present 
in both SSA and BLS files. However, the employment and payroll 
data were not added to the data file for the ,401 sample EINs that 
were used to develop the estimates presented in this report. 
Therefore, all of the results shown are estimates of numbers of 
employers or reporting units, 
match status, 

classified by attributes such as 
and geographic and industry codes in the different 

systems included in the study. We did not attempt to estimate 
what proportions of aggregate employment or payroll were 
accounted 'for by employers who were unmatched or had different 
geographic or industry codes. . 

Findinqs (Chapter IV,A) , 

large 
The detailed analyses of the ERUMS data did not suggest that 

numbers of employers who report wages in one of the payroll 
tax systems were failing to report in the other system when they 
should have been. They do; however, suggest that late reports 
and different procedures for processing the reports in the two 
systems created potential problems for using both of the systems' ' 
data files for statistical purposes. 

Perhaps the clearest finding was that it is not possible to 
maintain a usable establishment reporting unit plan for multi 
unit employers in the absence of.systematic procedures for ' 
monitoring employer reporting and updating-files for changes in 
the'number, 
units. 

location and industry of each employer's reporting 
SSA's Establishment Reporting Plan clearly lacked the 

necessary resources to do this in 1982 and there is no reason to 
think that the situation has improved since then. 

There was a moderately high but by no means perfect ' 
correspondence between county and two-digit industry codes for 
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single unit employers included in both the BLS.and SSA systems. 
A substantial proportion of'the differences ,arose from the 
absence of county or industry codes in the SSA system. , 
Comparisons of'industry codes at the three and four-digit level 
were not attempted bec,ause of the,differences in the industry 
classification systems'used by the two agencies. 

With some qualifications, we were successful,in matching the* ' 
records of emp,loyers, as defined by their EINs, in different 
systems. However, we were not successful in matching BLS and SSA'. 
records for reporting units; the main reason being the 
incompleteness of SSA's data for reporting units provided under ~ 
the voluntary ERP. Other reasons were the lack oft a common 
identifier, analogous to the EIN at the employer level, for X 
reporting units and the slight differences in,the reporting unit 
definitions used by BiS and SSA. 

We learned whaz we believe are some important lessons for 
others who may wish to match business records from different 
agency sources, 
First, the plans 

whether for research or operational purposes. 
and the necessary interagency agreements should 

be developed well,afiead of the'earliest date at which the files 
to be linked are expected to be available. In particular, the - 
development of interagency agreements for the exchange of' 
identifiable records is a painstaking process and considerable 
time may be neededf for their complet,ion'and approval. 

Second, successful matching requires in-depth knowledge of 
all of the record systems involved and of'the specific files that 
exist within those systems. 
full exchange of information, 

An interagency team approach, with' 
is essential because there is 

unlikely to be a single individual who‘has all of the necessary j 
information, even for the files of a single agency. 

*Finally, whenever possible, it is essential to pretest 
matching procedures'before embarking on large-scale operational 
applications. 

Recommendations (Chapter IV,Bl 

ERUMS was designed primarily as a demonstration project and 
was therefore limited in its coverage and scope. Nevertheless, 
the Workgroup believes that the study results, along with other 
information acquired in the course of the study, justified the 
inclusion in its report of five formal recommendations addressed 
specifically to the BLS and SSA record systems for employers and 
reporting units. These recommendations were: , 

1 -.SSA should undertake a full review of the current status 
and uses of the Establishment Reporting Plan and decide either to 
continue it with'adequate resources for maintenance and 
improvement of quality or to discontinue 'it entirely. 
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2 - BLS should review the State Employment Security 
Agencies' procedures for identifying employer births (including 
those resulting from mergers and changes of organization) and - 
seek ways of reducing the apparent lag between filing of 
applications for EINs and inclusion of new employers on State * 
Agency and BLS lists used as fr4ames for statistical surveys and 
reports. 

. 
3 - Data in the UI Address File on employment and wages paid 

should be labelled to distinguish impute-d data from data reported 
by employers. 

4 - The EIN should be identified as a key item in the UI 
Address File and efforts should be made to achieve 100 percent 
reporting initially and current reporting of changes in EINs.- 

5 - BLS and SSA (if it continues the Establishment Reporting 
Plan) should strive to obtain data from employers for their 
establishments as defined in the 1987 Standard Industrial 

' Classification (SIC) Manual. Both agencies should code industry . 
for all establisments, without exception, at the 4-digit SIC 
level of detail. 
is continued, 

Whether or not the Establishment Reporting Plan 
SSA should code all employers identified on 

Forms SS-4 at the 4-digit level of detail. 

In a broader context, the ERUMS Workgroup concluded that 
current efforts to collect economic data at the establishment 
level are dispersed among Federal and State agencies, are poorly 
coordinated, and place unnecessary burden on employers. The 
Workgroup believes that further, more intensive and extensive 
interagency matching studies have animportant role to play in 
resolving these problems and in determining the possible effects 
on statistical programs of prospective major changes in 
administrative reporting systems for employers. We therefore 
recommend that: 

6- Further matching studies should be directed at acquiring 
information that will support the eventual development of a 
mandatory reporting system to meet the needs of all Federal and 
State statistical programs for establishment lists, including SIC 
codes. An interim goal should be that all agencies requiring or 
requesting employers to provide data at the establishment or 
reporting unit level adopt 'common definitions of units and data 
items to be submitted for these units. 

Three agencies -- the BLS, the Census Bureau and the 
National Agricultural Statistics Service -- play a dominant role 
in the direct collection of establishment-level economic data. 
Recent initiatives of these agencies, 
of OMB's Statistical qPolicy Office, 

under the general guidance 
have been directed at greater 

? 

coordination of their respective list-building and maintenance t- 
activities. Further integration of business lists will require 
fuller understanding of the similarities and differences of the 
three systems, based on matching of individual establishments and 
reporting units in the different systems. * 
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CHAPTER I - INTRODUCTION 

This working paper is.a report on the Employer Reporting 
s Unit Match Study (ERUMS), a pilot record linkage study carried , 

out by Federal agencies under the auspices of the Federal . 
Committee on Statistical Methodology, Office of Management and 

* Budget (OMB). The report describes the design, procedures and 
/ , ,' findings of the study and presents recommendations based on the 

findings. 

units 
The stu.dy linked records of employers and their reporting 

from three agencies: the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), 
the Social Security Administration (SSA) and the"Interna1 Revenue 

:Service (IRS). 
agencies' 

The primary linkages involved samples of the 
records for employers in the State of Texas, covering 

their activities in 1982. 

The study was designed and most 'of the work undertaken by 
members of the ERUMS Workgroup, whose members represented the 
three agencies whose records were linked, plus the OMB, the ' 
Bureau of Economic Analysis and the Committee on National 
Statistics, which has had.a continuing interest in encouraging 
more effective statistical uses of administrative records. 
Bureau of the Census representatives attended many of the 
Workgroup meetings as observers. ,The ERUMS Workgroup reported 
periodically to and received guidance from the Federal Committee 
on Statistical Methodology (FCSM). The chair of the FCSM 
attended most of the Workgroup meetings. i 

A. Background 

Establishment-based economic and business statistics in the 
United States are derived ,in large part from reporting systems 
developed to administer the Federal Income Tax and Social 
Security systems and the Federal-State Unemployment Insurance 
system. BLS statistical series on employment and total wages -are 
a by-product of administrative reporting systems established at 
the State level to support the Unemployment Insurance (UI) 
system. SSA uses information derived from records of employer 
taxes on earnings to classify persons included in its Continuous 
Work History Sample by industry and place of work. IRS uses 
samples of income tax and information returns for corporations, 
partnerships and sole proprietors to produce annual data for 
these units in its Statistics of Income program. The Census 
Bureau uses data from business tax returns for small units in ' lieu of direct'data collection from these units in the 
quinquennial economic ‘censuses and as a source of cur,rent 
.employment and payroll data for its County Business Patterns' 
Program. 

In>addition to-their direct uses for statistical purposes, 
these administrative reporting systems provide lists of business 
units (sometimes called frames) that are used by statistical 
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agencies,, primarily the BLS and the Bureau of the Census, to 
determine which units to cover in periodic censuses and current 
surveys of economic establishments. 

The extensive use of data from these administrative _. _ . 
reporting systems for statistical purposes is cost-effective and 
reduces the reporting burden on business. However, use of 
administrative records also has its problems. A primary . 
difficulty is that reports by businesses for administrative 
purposes are generally needed only at aggregate levels. Reports 
of earnings to IRS and SSA.for the Social Security system are for 
employers, i.e., all activities covered by a unit with a single . 
Employer Identification Number (EIN). Employer reports of 
earnings to a State employment security agency for the 
Unemployment Insurance system frequently cover all activities by 
the employer (EIN unit) in that State. Likewise, reports 
submitted by employers to IRS on Form 940 under the Federal 
Unemployment Tax Act provide aggregate data, by State, on covered 
wages. 

Data at this level of aggregation have limited,value fo,r 
statistical analyses. Many corporations and employers have 
activities in several different locations and in several 
different categories of industry. Detailed statistical analysis 
of economic activity calls for information on inputs and outputs 
at the establishment level, i.e, separate data for each kind of 
economic activity at each physical location. The establishment, 
as formally defined by OMB, is the basic reporting unit for the 
Census Bureau's economic censuses and surveys. 

To meet the need for establishment-type data, both BLS and 
SSA have developed voluntary statistical reporting systems to 
supplement their administrative,reporting systems. I BLS has a 
statistical reporting program, 
voluntary in the rest, 

mandatory in 20 'States and ' ' 
under which, employers submit quarterly 

reports to State employment security agencies with quarterly wage 
and monthly employment,information by reporting unit. This 
information is used with data on single establishment firms to 
update BLS' Universe File, which is its frame for establishment 
surveys. 

SSA has its voluntary Establishment Reporting Plan, under, 
which participating employers filing their annual reports of 
earnings covered by Social Security provide separate information 
for each reporting unit. In 1982, the reference year for this 
study, the SSA reporting unit definition was similar to but not 
exactly the same as the one used by BLS. Both differed 
significantly from the OMB establishment definition used by the 
Census Bureau in its statistical programs. There are also some 
differences in how each of the agencies has adapted OMB's 
Standard Industrial-Classification for use in its own statistical 
programs (OMB, 1984; Jabine, 1984). 

To meet its own requirements, the Census Bureau conducts an 
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annual survey, the Company Organization Survey, to collect 
current information about the location and.activities of the 
establishments associated with multi unit employers. This 
information is used to update Census' Standard Statistical 
Establishment List (SSEL), which serves as the'*frame for all of 
its economic censuses and surveys. e- 

. There have been several studies comparing aggregate 'data on 
employment and earnings pub'lish.ed by BLS, 
Bureau (e.g., 
Analysis, 

Bureau of the Budget, 
IRS, SSA and the Census 

,196l; Bureau of Economic ' 
1972; Office of Federal Statistical Policy and 

Standards,' 1980). As might be expected because of the 
differences in coverage and definition of the various 
administrative and sta-' 
differences in data by 

c:srical reporting systems,, significant- : 

in these studies. 
industry and location-have been observed 

There have been few micro-level interagency 
comparisons of establishment-type data, especially in recent 

#years. Those that 
Census, 

have been undertaken ,(e.g.,'Bureau of the 
1965) have srrown many differences in establishment 

reporting in the sysrems that were compared. 

In summary, the e&J -*ective and efficient use of 
administrative records for 

% by.the existence of 
statistical purposes'has been impeded 

employer information 
noncompatible systems for reporting of 

a: the establishment level. 
problems exist because,0 

Serious . 

definitions, and'; 
f differences in coverage, reporting unit 

&ndus:ry classification systems. 
differences lead to 

These 
lack of comparability in the economic 

statistics produced by differ.ent agencies in our decentralized 
statistical system. 

B. Prior Activities of the FCSM 

The FCSM has been concern'ed with statistical uses of 
administrative ‘records since 1977: several subcommittees and % 

, working groups have examined different aspects of thisjtopic. 
-The Subcommittee on Statistical Uses of Administrative Records 

(Office of Federal Statistical Policy and Standards 1980) made a 
', broad review of the quality of administrative data And their 

suitability for statistical applications. 
recommended further efforts to: 

The Subcommittee 

'identifiers, 
promote the u'se of standard 

concepts and,definitions in administrative reporting . 
programs; identify and resolve problems of access to data in 
these systems for statistical applications; and establish 
government-wide coordination and support of relevant collection 
programs and research activities. A continuing Administrative 
Records Subcommittee was formed to pursue these goals. 

Under the Administrative Records Subcommittee an 
Establishment Reporting Work Group was formed earl; in 1981 to > 
make a more detailed study of three major record systems: the 
Unemployment Insurance record systems maintained by'the States 
under rules and procedures established by the Department of 
Labor; the annual W-2 and W-3 wage reports submitted by employers 
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to SSA and used by both SSA and IRS for administrative purposes; 
and the Census Bureau's Standard,Statistical Establishment List 
(SSEL), which serves as the frame for that agency's economic 
censuses and-surveys. The Work Group succeeded in documenting 

.'the structural differences among these three systems but was 
unable, for various reasons, to undertake a planned record 
matching study to shed additional light on the factors 
contributing to'statistical inconsistencies among the three 
systems. However, the final recommendation of the Work Group to 
do further work in this area was heeded and the ERUMS Workgroup 
was formed early in 1983 (Cartwright, Levine and Buckler, 198.3). 

. c. Goals/of the ERUMS Project 

Members of the ERUMS Workgroup felt that little more could 
be done to develop detailed recommendations for improved 
establishment reporting without first obtaining more precise 
information, fat the micro-level, (about inconsistencies among the 
major administrative reporting systems. Therefore, the Workgroup 
'determined that its main goal would be to conduct a pilot study 
based on matching of data from employer‘wage reporting and 
establishment reporting systems of BLS, IRS and SSA. The study 
would focus on differences between the BLS and SSA systems,,with 
employer-level data from IRS being used primarily to reconcile 
and explain BLS-SSA differences. For full coverage of the major 
establishment-based statistical programs, it would have been 
desirable to include the Census Bureau's SSEL in the matched data ' 
set, but the predecessor Workgroup had not been able to arrange : 
to do this, and it was decided not to pursue this effort as part 
of the ERUMS project. 

It was expected that ERUMS, as a pilot study, would provide 
valuable experience with both the technical aspects of matching 
data from the three systems and the administrative requirements 
for gaining access to the data and carrying out the matching 
operations. In short, ERUMS was planned-as a learning 
experience, and that is exactly how it turned out. Members of 
the Workgroup, in addition to getting hands-on experience in 
interagency matching of employer and establishment records,' 
gained new insights into the strengths and weaknesses of their 
own agencies' record systems. 

D. Organization of this Report ' . _ 

Chapter II of our report‘describes the study design and 
execution. Section A provides a detailed description, for each 
of the three agencies, of the systems and files used in the ERUMS 
project. Because resources were limited, matching could only be 
done for a sample of units in one State. Section B describes the 
sample.design. The study design involved a relatively complex 
sequence of sample selection and matching operations; these are 
described in detail in Section C. Section-D describes the 
administrative arrangements that were developed to gain access to 
identifiable records needed for ERUMS, to comply with the 
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agencies' 
records, 

requirements f.or'maintaining confidentiality of the 
and to carry out the various'phases of the study. 

Chapter III presents the statistical results of ERUMS and an 
evaluation of the design that was used and its execution. 
Findings and recommendations are presented in Chapter IV. 
Section A presents the Workgroup's interpretation of statistical 
and, other results from the study, and Section B presents 
recommendations based on these findings. 

. l follows the text of the report. 
A list of references 

Appendix A. 
Detailed tables are included in 

, 
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CHAPTER II - STUDY DESIGN AND EXEbTION . 

ERUMS 
This chapter provides a detailed, account of the design of 

and how the study was carried out. The chapter has four 
sections. ~Section A describes the sources of the data for 
employers and reporting units that were matched. The data came 
from three agencies: the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), the 
Social Security Administration (,SSA) and the Internal Revenue 

, Service (IRS). A subsection for each of these agencies provides 
a broad description of the programs requiring the administrative 
record systems used in the study, followed by a description of 
the specific data-files that were'used for the ERUMS project. - 

I. The subsection on SSA records also discusses the relationship‘ 
between the, SSA and IRS records used in the administration of the 
Old-Age, Survivors and 'Disability' Insurance programs. 

. 

Because of the limited resources available 'for ERUMS, the 
matching had to be done for a‘sample of employers, identified by , 
their Employer IdentificationNumbers (EINs)/ Section B 
describes the design of the sample. Section C provides a 
detailed account of the sample selection 'and,matching procedures. ' 
Section D explains the administrative arrangements for the ERUMS 
project. Subsection 1 describes the formal interagency 
agreements that were developed 'to permit the necessary exchanges 
of identifiable records between agencies, subject to their 
confidentiality requirements. 
arrangements for the project: 

Subsection 2 describes ,the‘working 
meetings of the ERUMS Workgroup 

and the development and maintenance of a project timetable. 

For a<good understanding of the results presented in Chapter * 
III, it is recommended that all'readers look at Sections A and B 
of this chapter. Those not interested in the detailed procedures 
and working arrangements may then wish to proceed directly to 
Chapter III. 

A. Description of systems and files 

1. Bureau of'Labor Statistics (The Unemployment Insurance System '* and Address File) ( 

The Unemployment Insurance (UI) program'was created by the 
Social Security Act.of 1935 to-provide temporary income 
assistance to workers wholbecome involuntarily unemployed. The 
UI system is a social insurance program that covers employees of 
commercial and industrial employers, most State and‘local 
government employees, 
organizations. 

and employees of specified nonprofit 
Employees of the Federal Government are cover'ed 

by the Unemployment Compensatiqn fbr Federal Employees (UCFE) 
program. The UI and UCFE programs currently.cover 97 percent of 
all wage and salary,workers in the U.S. , 

The UI system covers, with certain exceptions, those 
employers with one employee on 1 day in each of 20 different 
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weeks in a calendar year,' or who paid $1,'500 or more in wages in 
one quarter in the current or previous calendar quarter. Those 
workers not covered by UI fall into a number of different 
categories. Agricultural workers'are covered only if the 
employer has employed at least 10 workers in 20 weeks of the past ' d 
or present calendar year, or has paid cash remuneration of 
$20,000 or more in any calendar quarter in the past or present 
year. Domestic workers employed in private homes, college clubs, . 
or fraternities are covered only if their employer pays more than 
$1,000 in cash in any quarter for-such services. Patients, 
student nurses, and interns employed by a hospital are excluded 
from coverage. also excluded are self-employed persons; 
insurance agents working on commission; and students and spouses 
of students working for the school, college, or university where 
the student is enrolled. An officer of a corporation is 
considered an employee of the corporation and, therefore, is 
eligible for unemployment benefits unless the officer is 
unemployed due to the sale of the corporation and the officer was 
directly involved in the sale. The same holds true for members 
of partnerships and proprietors: they are covered unless they 
are unemployed due to the sale of their business and they were 
directly involved in the sale. A small number of State and local 
government employees are not covered, including elected 
officials, legislators, members of the judiciary, persons in 
policymaking and advisory positions, temporary emergency 
employees, and members of the State National Guard and Air 
National Guard. The extent of coverage discussed in this 
paragraph pertains to Texas in 1982, and most States have 
similar, although not identical, prouisions for coverage. 

- 

The UI program is authorized by both Federal and State laws. 
The U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) oversees the State VI programs 
and carries out the Federal obligation of financing the 
administration of the programs. WhiIe DOL insures that each"' 
State's program complies with the minixtum standards set by 
Federal law, each State is entitled to develop a program suited 
to its QSQP conditions, Each of the 50 States, as well as the 
District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands, has 
enacted laws to determine its own tax structure, eligibility 
requirements, benefit levels, and coverage provisions. The 
administration of the UI program is the responsibility of the 
State Employment Security Agency (SESA) in each State. ' 

The UI system is financed primarily through taxes assessed 
by both Federal and State governments on employers for wages paid 
to their employees. The provisions for the financing were 
established by the Federal Unemployment Tax Act (FUTA), Chapter 
23 ‘of the Internal Revenue Code. Currently, the gross FUTA tax C 
is 6.2 percent of the first $7,000 per year paid to each employee 
($434 maximum). (In'1982, the Federal taxable wage base was 
$6,000; it was increased to $7,000 in 1983.) States levy * 
employer UI taxes at rates determined by State law. If the State 
tax rate is at least 6.2 percent, employers receive a 5.4 
percentage point credit against the FUTA tax, resulting in,a net 
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Federal tax of 0.'8 ,percent. ‘j"“ -'I' . ' 

The Unemployment Insurance Address File is one of the 
I statistical files produced,under the Bureau of Labor Statistics 

(BLS) Federal/State ES-202 Program by the SESAs. The ES-202 
Report (Quarterly Report on Employment, Wages, and Contributions) 
measures the extent of coverage under the various State 
Unemployment Insurance Programs. Its original use was to 
determine whether a State's program was in compliance with 
Federal law.. The,ES-202 Report represents the largest and most 
complete universe of monthly employment and quarterly wage 
information by industry, county, 
this country. 

and State regular,ly available in 
BLS funds and administers the ES-202 Program and ' ' 

provides conceptual, technical, 
program activities. 

and procedural guidance,for all 

The Unemployment,Insurance Address File is ,a micro-level 
employer file prepared annually by each SESA. It contains first 
quarter information for each reporting unit subject to 
Unemployment Insurance reporting requirements in the State. A 
reporting unit is thetmost detailed economic unit for which data 

' are submitted by the employer to the SESA. An establishment is 
an economic unit, generally at a.single location, which is 
engaged primarily in one activity. 
establishment employer, 

In the case of a single , 

are identical., 
the reporting unit and the establishment 

For many of the multi-unit employers, two or more 
establishments may comprise a single reporting unit. This can 
occur when the establishments are engaged in similar activities I 
(i.e., are in the same industry) and are located in the same . 
county, or when the employment in the secondary industries and/or 
counties is not significant (i.e., less than 50). 

For any given quarter, typically about 10 percent of the 
reporting units show zero employment for all 3 months. Some of 
these zero employment figures are estimated (as discussed later 
in this report), 
employer reports; 

although the great majority come from actual 
(Some employers maintain an account even if no 

business is conducted during the'quarter.) Data from some new 
businesses which came into existence during the first quarter,'may 
not be included in the UI Address file. This can occur if there 
is a substantial time lag between when the business started and 
when ,the employer submitted the completed status determination 
form (required from all newly established businesses)'to the SESA 
(Crzesiak and Lent, 
Industry, 1987), 

1988; Montana Department of Labor and 

~ The 1982 Texas UI File examined by ERUMS contained a total 
of 270,612 unique accounts and a total of 303,582 individual 
records (reporting units). Of the 303,582 records, 4,020 had a 
blank or zero-filled Federal Employer Identification Number (EIN) 
and were ignored for the purposes of this study. ' The~accounts 
examined included 267,487 single unit accounts (equal to 267,487 
records) and 3,125 multirunit accounts comprised of 32,075 
records. 
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The standardized UI Address File includes the following 
information for each reporting unit: name and address, State-U1 
Account numbe.r,. EIN,.Standard Industrial Classif,ication (SIC) 
code, Federal Information Processing Standards (FIPS) county code 
(township code for the New England States), ownership code, * 
monthly employment> levels for'the payroll period including the 

. 12th day of the month, and total quarterly wages. 
1 

Employer identifying information that enters the,UI tax 
system, and eventually the UI Address File, is originally 
obtained from the initial status determination form. This form 
is used-to collect information concerning the business name,! 
location, ownership, 
product -or activity. 

anticipated number of employees, and primary 
On the basis of this information, the 

employer is assigned an account number and the various codes by 
the SESA. 

Each reporting unit in the UI File is assigned a four-digit 
industry code from the SIC Manual on the basis of its primary 
activity. The primary activity is determined by the-primary good 
produced or distributed or the primary service provided. SIC 
code 9999 is assigned as a temporary holding code when there'is 
insufficient information on the State's initial status 
determination form for assigning a specific industry code. Those 
reporting units assigned SIC code 9999 are requested to complete 
and return an SIC Refiling Form, with more detailed information, 
on a flow basis but no later than the next Annual Refiling 
Survey. There are a few exceptions to the 4-digit SIC coding 
requirement. Currently, States have the option to code employers 
in seven different 3-digit industry groups (representing 25 
industries) to only the 3-digit level. These exceptions were 
created because adequate employer records may not be available to 
code to the 4-digit level of detail or because reporting units in 
these industry groups frequently switch back and forth between 
4-digit industries. These exceptions are as ~fallows: 
(Veterinary services), 

SIC 074 

services), 
SIC 078 (Landscape and horticulture 

SIC 152 (Residential building construction), SIC 154 
(Nonresidential building construction), SIC 581 (Eating and ' 
drinking places), SIC 651 (Real estate operators and Lessors), 
and SIC 72I,(Laundry, cleaning, and garment services). SIC 421 
(Trucking, local and lonq distance) and SIC 513 (Apparel, piece 
goods, and notions), comprised of a total of'eight industries, 
were also coding exceptions in 1982. 

In addition to an SIC code, the reporting unit is also 
assigned an ownership code according to legal proprietorship 
denoting Federal, State, Locaf, 
the private sector. 

or International government, or 
A FIPS county code is assigned based upon c-.. 11 

the reporting unit's location or place of business. 
valid FIPS codes, 

Besides the *** 

used: 
there are additional codes which may be 

996, 997, 998, and 999. County code 996 indicates a *-r * . . 
reporting unit located outside the U.S., Virgin Islands, and 
Puerto'Rico but which reports to a SESA. 
assigned to reporting units with 

County code 997 is 
locations in more than one 

'-.:. ~ , 
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county but not Statewide. Reporting units located in a State 
other than the State to which they report are assigned county 

. code 998. Finally, those reporting units with Statewide 
locations or unidentified locations are assigned county code 999. 

r 
To-maintain accuracy of data on an ongoing basis, reporting 

units 'are asked to complete an SIC Refiling Form every '3 years to 
verify or update much of the identifying information (e.g., SIC, 
county, ownership) first collected'on the initial status 
determination form or updated in the last Annual Refiling Survey. 
One-third of the,universe of employers is surveyed in,each of the 
3 years of the Annual Refiling Survey. , 

Employers subject to State Unemployment Insurance laws are 
required to complete quarterly contributionreports and submit 
them to the appropriate SESA. The information from the quarterly 
contribution report submitted by-the employer for the first 
quarter isused in the preparation of the UI Address File. The 
contribution report provides current information on the name, 
address, 
levels; 

and UI account number of an employer; monthly employment 
total wages paid; taxable wages; and contributions 

(taxes). Multi-establishment employers are also asked (required 
in 20 States, but not in Texas) to complete a statistical 
supplement questionnaire for each quarter furnishing similar 
information for each of their reporting 'units. The SESA uses the 
data supplied on the c'ontribution reports and statistical 
supplements to create the UI Address File. 

. 

l 

,items 
The SESAs are responsible for editing and estimating data 

missing from employer accounts. These data are missing 
.because the'employer either failed to complete all of the entries 
on the contribution report or statistical supplement or,failed to 
submit 'a contribution report or statistical supplement 
altogether. Data missing from incomplete contribution reports 
and data for accounts delinquent 12 weeks after the end of the 
quarter are estimated. Estimates are generated for all 
delinquent accounts (including multi-establishments), unless the 
account is delinquent for two or more consecutive quarters. 
These delinquent accounts are contacted to determine if they'are 
still active. Only if they are confirmed to be active are 
estimates prepared. Estimates are replaced on'the State file 
when the actual data have been received'and edited, but once 
estimated,data items have been transmitted to BLS, they are not 
replaced with actual data. . 

Thus, the SESAs are responsible for editing and extracting 
data from their UI Tax file, cdllecting supplemental data, and 
maintaining the accuracy of the SIC and other codes for the UI 

'Address filefand ES-202 Report. After BLS reviews and edits the 
UI Address file transmitted by the State, that edited file is 
used to update the BLS Universe File. The Universe File is then 
used as a national sampling frame for BLS establishment surveys, 
including the Industry and Area Wage Surveys, Occupational Safety 
and Health Statistics, and Producer Price Index programs. ' 
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BLS is currently,in a transitional period with respect to 
the UI Address File. For data through 1988, the SESAs were', 

\ required to provide the UI Address File to BLS for only the first 
quarter o,f the year. Beginning with data for the first quarter 
of 1989, however, all States will be required to submit the file 
on a quarterly basis (6 months and 5 days following the end of 
the reference quarter): In addition, th,e UI Address File format 
will be expanded to contain supplementary information, including 
predecessor and successor UI Account and Reporting Unit numbers, 
expanded ZIP codes, address type indicators (e.g.; physical 
location or corporate headquarters), multi-unit indicators, and 
telephone numbers. 

Coinciding with the above improvement is the initiation of 
the new BLS Business Establishment List (BEL) Improvement Project 
(MacDonald, 1989). The fundamental goal of the BEL project is 
the collection of es:aSlishment level data, including physical 
location addresses,?or both single and multi-unit employers. 
These more detailed da:a will also be included in the UI Address 
File. 

2. Social' Security Adzicistration 

The Social Sec.*--* --&-y Act'of 1935 established a requirement 
that the Social Sec.*-;* --,&y Administration (SSA) perform the 
recordkeeping necessary to reflect accurately the earnings of 
workers in employmen: covered by the Act. As amended in 1939, 
the Act required detailed information on the continuity of 
employment by calendar quarter and covered wage amounts. The 
accumulation of quarters of coverage and quarterly wage amounts 
are used as the basis for determining eligibility for and amounts 
of program benefits. 
industry and commerce, 

The law originally required all workers in 
except railroad workers, to be covered. 

This coverage has'been broadened over the years and self- 
employment has'been.added. Now the only large segments of ' 
uncovered jobs are Federal civilian employees who have chosen to 
remain covered under the U.S. Civil Service Retirement &tern, 
and employees of State and local governments who are not covered _ 
by a Federal-State agreement. The program currently covers over 
95 percent of wage and salary jobs and the self-employed. 

The Old-Age, Survivors and Disability Insurance (OASDI) 
programs administered by SSA provide monthly benefits to retired /_ 
and disabled workers and their dependents and to survivors of 
insured workers. Benefit payments are financed principally 
through taxes collected from employers, employees and the self- 
employed. Taxes are paid based on earnings up to an indexed 
statutory taxable maximum which began at $3,000 in 1937 and is 
$51,300 in 1990. The method chosen for collection of the taxes 
is through employer reporting which was required quarterly in the 
beginning of the program and annually beginning in 1978. In 
1978, employer reporting of Social Security covered wages was 
combined with the existing W-2 (Wage and Tax Statement) income 
tax reporting that employers are required to complete for the _ 
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:, , 
Internal Revenue Service (IRS). Details ,of the reporting process 
are discussed below. 

In 1937, SSA began a process to enumerate workers and 
* employers to facilitate its record-keeping process. Workers _ 

received a Social Security Number (SSN) an'd employers received a 
nine-digit identification number to be used in the reporting 

. process. The worker identification information and subsequent 
wage reports became part of SSA's Summary Earnings Record. The 
employer information collected at'the time of issuance of the 
identification number was made part of the Employer Registration ' 

'File. In 1958, the IRS was given responsibility for issuing 
Employer Identification Numbers (EINs) and constructed,a 'file 
called the Business Kaszer 
SSA to identify employers. 

File '(BMF) that is currently used by 
i The employer'information collected 

from the beginning of this enumeration process included 
geographic location and industrial activity. 
items of information were not a direct part of 

These particular 

processing, 
SSA earnings 

but were collected to help study 'the new emerging 
Social Security program. 
evolved'into a set of 

The additional information on employers 
files used by SSA's Office.of Research and 

Statistics (ORS) for special studies. 
and Multiunit Code F;‘ 

These are the Single Unit 
.-es that are discussed below along with the 

employer wage-repay-; .,,ng system that provided the source of 
employer information Lsed in the ERUMS project. 

Prior to ,January 1978, employers filed their tax and wage 
reports with the IRS on a quarterly basis, using Forms 9'41 
(regular) and 942 (household work), 
(agricultural work). 

and annually using Form 943 
Attached to these forms were Schedules A 

showing the detailed amounts of wages for each employee by SSN. 
These Schedules A were used by SSA to post wages each quarter to, 
the workers' earnings records. Public Law 94-202 (Combined Old- 
Age Survivors'and Disability Insurance Income Tax Reporting 
Amendments of 1975) ,enacted January 2, 

"rather than quarterly, wage reporting. 
1976, provided for annual, 

effective for tax years beginning -- 
These amendments were 

. ,,' 
0 1978 for United States do,mestic employers (other than ' State and local governments), 

0 
Islands, 

1979'for employers in Guam, American Samoa, Virgin 
and Puerto Rico (other than State and local ._ 

governments), and 
I - 

0 1981 for State and local government employers. 

Under the Combined,Annual Wage Reporting process, employers 
continue to file Forms 941~and 942 quarterly .and Form 943 
annually with IRS, but no Schedule A is required. Instead, Forms 
W-2 are filed by the employer,as the annual wage report'for the' 
employees. These reports, in the form of Copy A of the Form W-2,,, 
along with a copy of the employer transmittal and Form W-3 are 
filed with SSA annually on or before the last day of February in 
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the year\ following'the wage reporting year. Employers .filing via 
magnetic media submit W-2 and W-3 data on electronic records plus 
transmittal Form 6559. In processing the Forms W-2/W-3, SSA 
performs the following functions: data entry, balancing the sum 
of the money fields on Forms W-2 to totals on the Form W-3, 't 
microfilming, posting the Forms W-2 data to the master earnings ' 
records of individuals and transmitting the Social Security,and, 
income tax data to the IRS. In addition, SSA creates a W-3 tape - , 
file for purposes of reconciling differences between wage 
information reported to IRS and SSA and locating annual wage 
reports on the microfilm. j 

To insure that SSA has received and accurately recorded all 
FICA wages (wages as defined by the Federal Insurance 
Contributions Act), SSA'S W-3 file is compared with IRS's 941 
records annually, in a process known as reconciliation. This is 
an electronic comparison of SSA-processed employer FICA wage ' - 
totals with the amount of FICA wages on which employers have paid ' 
taxes to the IRS. From this comparision, cases are identified in 
which IRS has a record of receiving taxes, but SSA has no record ' 
of having processed an annual wage report (W-2/W-3s) or SSA's 
processed wage totals for the employer are less than ES's; Some 
other reasons for cases to be in reconciliation are: 1) the 
employer sent IRS wage information using one EIN and the Forms 
W-2/W-3 that were sent to SSA were processed using different 
EINs; 2) the employer transposed or used an incorrect digit in 
the EIN; and 3) IRS and/or SSA miskeyed the EIN. SSA corresponds 
with-the employers'of these reconciliation cases in an attempt to 
resolve the discrepancies. 

As a byproduct of the employer reporting system, SSA 
maintains files that are used in ORS statistical programs. The 
Single Unit Code File and Multi Unit Code File contain coded 
information on the employer's geographic location and industrial 
activity. These coding files are updated each year with data 
from a special version of the Form W-3 file, which has been 
edited to exclude certain records which are not required in ORS, 
statistical operations (e.g., non-FICA, household employers, 
delinquent reports). The primary purpose of the Single and Multi 
Unit Code Files is to provide geographic and industry data for 
records of workers in statistical files, e.g., the Continuous 
Work History Sample (CWHS), which is the source of data for a 
variety of statistical studies and analyses, making revenue 
estimates and in tables in publications of SSA program data and 
research reports. 

The Single Unit Code File (SUCF) contains one record for 
each entity that has filed ,a Form'SS-4, Application for an 
Employer Identification Number (EIN) ,,with the exception of non- 
employing entities (e.g., trust funds, 
and household employers. 

fiduciaries and estates) 
EINS are assigned by the IRS and the 

forms are forwarded to SSA where they are coded for geography, 
industry, class (i.e., individual, corporation, @artnership, 
etc.), employer size and reason for application. The geographic 
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classification of,thex entity is based on the physical location of 
the business as provided by the employer on the Form SS-4,~ 
otherwise, the mailing address is used. When a location is not 
available, the entity 'is given a State code based on the Internal 
Revenue District (IRD), the first two digits of the EIN, in which 
the number wasissued and a statewide county code. The SSA has 
its'own industry classification system based on the Standard 
Industrial Classification (SIC). In 1982, full four-digit SIC 
codes were used for most industries. There were exceptions ‘for 
major groups 01 (agricultural production--crops) and 02 r 
(agricultural production-- livestock) and division J, public 
administration. For each of these three categories, SSA used, 
only a single code. In addition, for 63 four-digit industries in 
other categories, -"foldback codes" for groups of four-digit , a 
industries were used when there was insufficient information to 
assign a specific four-digit code. j 

SThe SUCF is an historical file that includes both active 
‘(employers reporting annual wage reports.in the current tax'year) 
and inactive units (those employers no longer reporting annual 
wages, e.g., out'of business). The file for the year ending 
December 1987 c,ontained 21,325,091 EINs.',It is updated annually 
with data from the coded Forms SS-4. 

The Multi Unit Code File contains one' record for each 
reporting unit of multi unit employers who are participating in a 
voluntary program, the Establishment Reporting Plan (ERP), 

,, conducted by the,SSA. Excluded from the file are seasonal 
agricultural employers and Federal, 
emplokers. 

State and local government 
Employers are identified for participation in the ERP 

when the Form'SS-4 indicates that ,the employer has more than one 
place of business and 100 or more employees or an-annual wage 
report is received for 100 or more employees. Eligible employers 
are requested to participate in the ERP by providing SSA with a 

'Form SSA-5019 (List of Establishments or Reporting Units) on ' 
which the employer lists his establishments and assigns a four 
digit unit number to each one. In addition,. the employer must ' 
group his employees under these same unit numbers on his annual 
wage report. 
location, 

Forms,SSA-5019 are coded for industry, geographic 
auxiliary units, 

Each unit is 
non-profit coverage and employer size. 

geographically classified based on either.the 
physical location of'a reporting unit or the countywide, 
Statewide or nationwide location of a'payroll grouping. The 
industry classification used for the ERP coding of multiunit 
employers is also based on the Standard Industrial 
Classification. The Multi Unit Code File is an historical file 
which contained 33,957 EINs and 116,613 reporting units for the 
year ending December 1987. This file is updated on an annual 
basis with information from the coded Form SSA-5p19.- 

For the ERUMS project,, SSA provided records from the Single 
'Unit and Multi Unit Code Files and the 1982 Form W-3 file. A 
detailed description of how these files were used in the project 
is included in Section C of this chapter. . 
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3. Internal Revenue Service 

Requirements to file the Form 940 for.1982 

The Federal Unemployment Tax Act (FUTA) established a 
Federal-State unemployment compensation system financed by _ 
separate Federal ,and State payroll taxes on Employers. 
Administrative funds are derived from the Federal payroll tax and 
benefits are paid-mainly from State payroll taxes. a 

The Form 940,is the Employer's Annual Federal Unemployment 
Tax (FUTA) Return. 
IIA-2. 

A copy of the 1982 Form is, shown as Exhibit 
This ,is the form on which the employer reports the State, 

or States, where ,contributions are required to be mademand the 
wage information necessary to compute the FUTA tax and the credit 
reduction for payments made to a State or States. In general, 
the form must be filed by every employer who either paid wages of 
$1,500 in any calendar quarter, or who had one or more employees 
for some part of a day in 20 different weeks. 

Agricultural employers must file if they paid cash wages of 
$20,000 or more to farmworkers during any calendar quarter, or 
employed 10 or more farmworkers during some part of the day for 
at least one day during any 20 different weeks. 

Households which paid wages of $1,000 or more in any 
calendar quarter for household work in a private home were also 
required to file. For this purpose, household work in'local 
college clubs and in the local chapters of college fraternities 
or sororities is included'. 

.For purposes of counting its employees, a partnership does 
not count its @artners. 

Employers are authorized to claim a credit for contributions 
to a ,certified State unemployment fund by the due date for filinq 
the Form 940, For this purpdse, State was defined to include 

*Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. "Contributions" are payments 
that State law requires an employer to make to an unemployment 
fund. The credit can be claimed for these "contributions" only 
to the extent that they-are-not deducted or deductible from the 
employees' pay. 

The forms are filed with the IRS at a service center‘ 
determined by the location of the employer's principal business 
office or agency. Penalties are assessed for late filing or late 
deposit pnless reasonable cause for the delay can be shown. 
There are also penalties for failure to file, failure to pay the 
tax or fiIinq fraudulent returns. 

e 

For FUTA purposes "waqes- and "employment" do not include. v 
every payment and every kind of service an employee may perform. 
In general, payments excluded from wages and payments for 
services excepted from employment are not subject to tax: 
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Examples include benefit payments for sickness or injury under a 
worker's compensation law, insurance plan and certain employer 
plans,' certain family employment, certain fishing activities and 
noncash-paymentsfor farm work or work in a private home and 
meals and lodging. / 

For 1982, only the first $6,000 in wages paid to an employee 
was us&d for,the FUTA Icalculation. The Federal FUTA tax rate on, 
this part of wages was 3.4 percent. Amounts in excess of the 
wage base were exempt from the FUTA calculation, 'but not 
necessarily from the State unemployment tax.calculation. 'If a 
State's unemployment compensation program met the requirements of 

'-Federal law, employers “in the State received a 2,7 percent credit 
against the 3.4 percent Federal FUTA tax for 1982. (For 
information on the current wage base and tax rates, see 
Section II,A,l.) _ 

The Employer's Quarterly Federal Tax Return (Form 941) File 

In order to facilitate the collection of social security and 
federal income taxes, employers are required to withhold some 
portion,of each employee's wages, and to deposit that portion' in 
a timely fashion to theicredit of the Treasury. 'At the end of 
each calendar quarter, nonagricultural employers (excepting those 
who have only household employees) are required to file an 
Employer's Quarterly Federal Tax Return, Form 941. (Form 941E for 
employers who report only withheld income tax, such as certain ' 
State and local governments) with the IRS. The information on , 
this form includes a record of their federal tax liability 
throughout the quarter, 
wages, tips, 

along with a summary of their employees' 

withholding, 
and other compensation which was subject to 
the amount,of taxes withheld, a summary of wages 

subject to Federal Insurance Contributions Act (Social Security) 
taxes, and the Social Security tax paid. Once a year, each 

1 employer is required to report the number of persons he employed 
during the week of March 12. A copy of the Form 941 for the 
first quarter'of 1982 is shown as Exhibit IIA-3. 

The Tax Years 1981-83 Form 941 File 

Each year the IRS preparesdan extract of its Forms 941 and 
943 data for the Census Bureau. This extract contains Employer 
Identification Number, payroll, employment, industry, and legal 
form of organization information. The Census Bureau edits the 
payroll, employment, 

'imputations.* 
and industry data and makes any needed 

For Tax Years 1981-83, the IRS and Census agreed 
that Census would return the edited extracts to the Statistics of 
Income Division (SOI) of IRS. These edited extract files were 
the ones used for.ERUMS. Definitions of the items in the files 
were‘as follows: 

Employment- For purposes of income tax withholding, a common-lath 
employee is defined as follows: I , 
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Under common-law rules, every individual who performs 
services that are subject to the will and control of an 'employer, 
as to both what must be done and how it must be done, 
employee. 

is an 
It does not matter that the employer allows the 

employee considerable discretion and freedom of action so long 
as the employer has the leqal riqht to control both thi method 

1 

and the result of the services. 

Two of the usual characteristics of an employer-employee 
. 

relationship are that the employer has the right to discharge the 
employee and the employer supplies the employee with tools and a 
place to work. 

If an individual's relationship with an employer,fits this 
description, then the employer is required to withhold federal 
income tax and Social Security tax from the employee's pay, 
to report such withholding on Form 941. 

and 
Employees who fall into 

the following categories are defined as statutory employees: 

1) A driver who distributes meat, vegetable, fruit ' bakery products or beverages (other than milk) or picks'uErand 
delivers laundry or dry cleaning, 
agent or is paid on commission. 

if the driver is the employer's 

2) A full-time life insurance sales agent whose principal 
business activity is selling life insurance or annuity contracts, 
or both, primarily for one life .insurance company. 

3) An individual who works at home.on materials or good&&: 
which an employer supplies and which must be returned to the 
employer or a person the employer names if the employer also 
furnishes specifications for the work t: be done. 

_. 49 3E eU& traveIing or cit~~salesperson~#&GC%$PJZZ??#&??~ 
the employer's behalf knd turns in 

. ~pws; .li 

wholesalers, retailers, contractors 
orders to the employer frN 

restaurants, 
, or operators of hotels; 

or other similar establishments. The goods 8aLrf 
_ must be merchandise for resale or supplies for use in the-bupat's. ".' 

business operation. 'Ihe work performed for the emplaper mst be 
the salesperson's principal business activity if: a) The service 
contract states or implies that almost all of the services are to 
be performed personally by the contractor; b) The investment in 

. the facilities (other than in facilities for transportatibn) Psed 
--to perform the services 'is not substantially the individual's: 

and c) The services are performed on a contin‘uing basis. 
I.- 

Employers are required to withhold Social Security tax, &t 
.not.federal income tax, 

c - 
from the wages of statutory employees. 

Individuals who are either common-law or statutory employees'ee 
* 

to be reported as employees. 

There is anecdotal evidence from exact match studies and 
. 

from IRS audits that some firms 
extraction industry, 

, particularly in the oil and ~a? 
were not complying with these reporting 
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rules in Tax Year 1982. These firms attempted (illegally) to 
treat all of their employees as independent contractors for tax 
purposes; therefore, no taxes were withheld, and no Forms 941 
filed by these firms. No estimate of the number of such 
nonfilers is available, but the problem is believed to be of' 
little significance in other industries. 

Payroll- The payroll field on the extract comes from line 2 of I 
Form 941.. The instructions for this line read as follows: 

Enter the total of: all wages paid, tips reported, taxable 
fringe benefits provided,, 
your employees, 

and other ~compensation paid to 
even if you do not have to withhold income 

or Social Security taxes on it. 
annuities, 

Do not include pensions, 
third-party sick pay,-supplemental unemployment ' 

compensation benefits, or gambling winnings, even if you 
withheld income tax on them. 

'Leqal Formmof Orqanization- The IRS maintains, as part'of its' 
computerized Master File system, 
files a' Form 941. 

a record for each business which 
This same record also contains information on 

the other tax returns which the business files, if the returns 
are posted to the Business Master File (BMF). (NoteJthat sole ' 
proprietors report their income on Schedule C attached to their 
Form 1040, which posts to the Individual Master File. Thus, 
while a sole proprietorship with employees is represented in the I 
BMF as a Form 941 filer, it was not possible to'positively 
identify it' from the BMF as a sole proprietorship in Tax-Year 
1982.) A portion of this record contains entity-information,' for 
example,,the name of the business, its address, its industry, 

r, 
and 

a set of codes indicating the type(s) of forms it is required to < 
file. These filing requirement codes are'a part of the Form 941 ' 
extract, and allow the identification of the legal form of , 
organization of a business. A nonzero filing requirement code 
indicates that a business must file a form in the indicated 
series. / Filing requirement codes exist on the extract for Form 
1120 (Corporation), Form 1065 (Partnership), and Form 990 
(Nonprofit Organization). As explained earlier,, Sole 
Proprietorships are not directly identifiable from these codes, 
but few other types of'entities may operate'a business. 

/ 
Industry- \ Each extract record sent to the Census Bureau contains ' 
an industry code assigned during IRS revenue processing.' The IRS 
industry codes, while based on the Standard Industrial 
Classification (SIC), 

'used by BLS and SSA. 
are considerably less detailed than those 
Four-digit codes are used; however, most of 

them represent groupings 'of several SICfour-digit industries. 
,.. . The particular groupings used differ by type of organization: 

'corporation, partnership and-sole proprietorship., In 1982, 
roughly 200 categories were coded separately for each of the 

. three types of organization. As a part of its data editing ' 
process, Census ,assigns industry codes from the following sources 
in order of preference: 1) the most recent economic census, 
2) the Census Bureau's Current Business Surveys,'Annual Survey of 
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Manufacturers, Company Organization Survey and County Business 
Patterns Program, 3) the Social Security Administration birth 
code based on the EIN application, Form SS-4, or 4) the original 
IRS industry code. Sources 1) and 2) are used only for single- 
establishment EINs. If only the original IRS code is available, j \, 
Census uses a conversion program to convert it to a standard SIC 
format. In some such cases', SIC codes can only be assigned at 
the 2- or 3-digit level of-detail. The codes used for ERUMS kiere . 
the codes assigned by the Census Bureau. These codes were 
provided to IRS under the authority of the 1953 Opinion by . 
Attorney General James P. McGranery, 41 Op. A.G.120. Under 
this Opinion, the Census Bureau,can check industry 
classifications assigned by another'agency against its own and 
either certify or correct the other agency's classifications. 

Improvements Subsecuenr to 1982 

The greatest improvement in the Form 941 information is 
coming from changes in zhe data collection.method. Census Bureau 
representatives reporz 
edit and imputation 

zhat the number of changes made during 
t.ave fallen dramatically as IRS has 

implemented scanninc of 
media as an alternaflve 

paper documents and filing on magnetic 
zo keying data from paper documents. 

Also, problems wizh flrcs a-+ ,,empting to-treat employees as 
independent contractors (which caused employee data to be 
underestimated) have been greatly reduced through effective 
enforcement efforts. 
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form .- SS-4 
. . 

1 Application for Employer Identification Number 1 ,‘,, Exhlb,lt ‘IA-l 
iRev A.@usl 1989) 
Department of the Treasury 
Internal Rcvenuc Scrwce 

(For use by employers and others. Please read the attached instructions, 
before completing this form.) Please type or print clearly. 

b 
OMB No 1545 ooG3 
EIPlrCs x1,91 

1 Name of applrcant (True legal name) (See mstructcons ) 
, 

, 

. 

2 Trade name of busmess, If different from name tn lme 1 3 Executor, trustee, ‘care of name’ 
\ 

-, 
4a Mallmg address (street address) (room. apt , or suite no ) 5a Address of business (See mstruchons ) 

4b Crty. state. and ZIP code 5b Crty. state, and ZIP code 

6 County and state where prmcrpal busmess IS located 

7 Name of prmclpal offtcer, grantor, or general partner. (See mstruchons ) ä 

8aType of enttty (Check only one box ) (See instructtons.) 0 Estate q Trust’ 

D lndlwdual SSN ’ . ’ 0 Plan admmrstrator SSN 0 Partnershtp 

’ q REMIC j 1 q Personal servtce carp n Other corporatron (specify) \ q Farmers’ cooperahve 

Cl State/local government q National guard q Federal government/mllrtary q Church or church controlled orgamzatron 

c] Other nonproflt orgamzatlon (specify) , If nonprofit organrzatlon enter GEN (If applrcable) 

q Other(speclfy) ä 

8b tf a corporation. gtve name of forergn country (If Foreign country \ State 

appkcable) or state in the U S where incorporated W 

9 Reason for abplymg (Check only one box) 0 Changed type of organizairon (specify) p 

c] Started new busmess 0 purchased gomg busmess 

0 Htred employees 0 

0 Created a pensron plan (specriy type) p 

Created a trust (specrfy), p 

0 Bankmg ourpose (specify) ä c! Olher (specify) b 

10 Date busmess started or acoulred (MO , day, year) (See mstrucuons ) 11 Enter closing month of accounting year (See tnstructtons ) 

12 Ftrst date wages or annultIes were patd or wrll be paid (MO , d~r yeJr) Note: I~appkan! 15 d wr~hhold~tgagent. enter dafe Income w/l hfst be pdfd to 
nonrestdent ahen (MO , day year). . . . . . . . . 4 . . .D 

13 Enter hrghest number of employees expected In the next 12 montns Note: If the apphcanl does not Nonagrrcultural Agrrcultural Household 

exoect to have any employees dunng the perrod. enter ‘0 - . . . . . . .D 

14 Does the apphcant operate more than one place of busmessV . . . . .’ . . . . . . . . c] Yes 0 No 
If ‘Yes -enter name of busmess l 

I 

15 Prlncfpal actwty or serwce (See mstruchons ) b ,I 

16 Is the prmc~psl busmess acttvtty manufacturing? . . . . . . . . . . . .., . q Yes 0 No 
If ‘Yes - prmctpal product and raw material used l 

17 To whom are most of the products or servrces sold 7 please check the Jpproprlate box 
D publlc (retall) 0 Other (specify) W 

q Busmess (wholesale) 
D N/A 

18a Has the appllcanl everapplled loran Identlftcat*on number for tnlsorrny other busmess’. . . . . . . . . . c] Yes 

Note: II “Yes “~/e&e comD/ere hnes 18b and 18~ 
D No 

18b If you checked the ‘Yes” box m lme 18a. gwe applrcant’s true n~mc ~ncl trJde name. if dlfferent than nJme shown on prtor appltcafron 

True name l . Trade name l 

16c Enter approxtmate dale. ctty. and state where the apphcallon WJS bled and the prevrous employer identlfrcatlon number If known 
ADorOxlmJte dale when hlca (MO . OJy year) cay ana sta1c wnrv Idea Prcvtous EIN 

4 

Name and tctlt (Please type or pm1 cleatly ) l 

Date l 

’ Please leave 
‘cc0 3 

blank l 

Note: Do not wrrte below ?fus /me For OffiClJ/ use on/y 

Ina Class SIZC Reason tor apvlymg 

For Paperwork Reduction Act Nottcc. see Jttached instructronr. 



$88 Department of the Treasury ’ 
Internal Revenue Service 

Instructions for Form SS-4 
(Rev.August1989) I . 
Application for Employer Identificat’ion Number 
{Sectron references are to the internal Revenue Code unless otherw!se nored 1 

Paperwork Reduction Act Notice.-We ask 
for this mformatlon to carry out the Internal 
Revenue laws of the Umted States. We need It 
to ensure that taxpayers are complymg with 
these laws You are requtred to gave us this 
mformation 

The time needed to complete this form will 
vary dependmg on mdlvldual circumstances. 
The estimated average time IS’ 

Recordkeeping . . . . 5 hrs., 59 mm 

Preparing and 
sendmg the form to 
IRS . . . . . . . . . . 6mm 

If you have comments concerning the _ 
accuracy of these time estimates or 
suggestlons for makingthis form morestmple.’ 
we would be happy to hear from you You can 
wnte to the Internal Revenue Service, 
Washmgton. DC 20224, Attention. IRS 
Reports Clearance Officer T.FP; or the Office 
of Management and Budget, Paperwork 
Reduction Project (1545-0003). Washmgton. 
DC 20503 

General Instructions 
Purpose .-Use this form to apply for an 
employer identifrcatlon number (EIN). Return 
this form to the Internal Revenue Service You 
WIII receive your EIN tn the mall 
Note: The rnformatlon you pronde on thrs 
form w//l establrsh your filrng requrrements 
Who Must File .-You must file this form if 
you have not obtamed an EIN before and 

(a) 

0) 

w 

You pay wages to one or more 
employees; 
You are required to have an EIN to use 
on any return, statement. or other 
document, even if you are not an 
employer; or 
You are required to wlthhold taxes on 
income. other than wages, paid to a 
nonresident allen (mdlvidual, 
corporation. partnership. etc ) For 
example, mdlvlduals who file Form 
1042. Annual WIthholdIng Tax Return 
for LJ S Source Income of Foreign 
Persons, to report alimony pald to 
nonresldent aliens must have ElNs 

lndlvlduals who ftle Schedule C. Profit or 
Loss From Busmess. or Schedule F. Farm 
Income and Expenses, of Form 1040. U.S. 
Individual Income Tax Return, must use ElNs 
11 they have a Keogh plan or are required to file 
eaclse. employment, or alcohol. tobacco. or 
firearms returns. 

The followmg must use ElNs even rf they do 
not have any employees. 
l Trusts. except an IRA trust unless the IRA 
trust IS required 10 file Form 990-T. Exempt 
Organlzatlon Business Income Tax Return. to 
report unrelated busmess taxable Income or IS 
fllmg Form 990-T to obtatn a refund of the 
credit lrom a regulated Investment company 

l Estates 
l Partnerships 
. REMlCs (Real estate inortgage investment 
condurts) 
0 Corporations 
l Nonprofit organizations (churches, clubs, 
etc ) 
l Farmers’ cooperatives 
l Plan admmlstrators . 

New Busmess -If you become the new 
owner of an exlstmg busmess, DO NOT use 
the EIN of the former owne!. If you already 
have an EIN, use that number If you do not 
have an EIN. apply for one on this form If you 
become the “owner” of a corporation by 
acquirmg Its stock. use the corporation’s EIN 

If you Incorporate a sole proprletorshlp or 
form a partnership. yoti must gPt a new EIN 
File Only One Form SS-4.-File only one 
Form SS-4. regardless of the number of 
businesses operated or trade names under 
which a busmess operates. However. each 
corporation in an affiliated group must file a 
separate application 

If you do not have a number by the time a 
return IS due, write “Applted for” and the date 
you applied in the space shown for the 
number. If you do not have a number by the 
time a tax deposit IS due. send your payment 
to the Internal Revenue Service Center for 
your fllmg area. (See ‘Where To File’ below.) 
Make it payable to Internal Revenue Service 
and show your name (as shown on Form SS- 
4). address. kmd of tax. period covered, and 
date you applied for an EIN 

For more mformatlon about EINs. see Pub. 
583. Information for Business Taxpayers 
When To File .-File 4 to 5 weeks before you 
WIII need the number Make sure you sign and. 
date the application 

Where To File.- I 
If your prmcipd bulinru. 
ofhce or l gwcy. or Ie;at 
rendewe I” the USC of .n 
,indwtdual. is located I”: 

v 

File wth the 
Intern*1 Revenue 
kWiC@ CWltW Jt: 

v 

Florida Georgia South Carolma Atlanta GA 39901 

N.?w Jersey New York 
my ana cOUntleS Of 
Nassau Rockland. Suffolk Hottsv~lle NY 00501 
rnCl WeStChCSIC~ 

Connecwut Mme 
Massachusetts 
New Hampsntre 

lll~nots. Iowa Mmnesora 

New York. (all other count@s) 

MlS5oul. Wlsconsln 

,AflLlover MA 0550; 

Rhode Island Vcrmon1 

hansas my. MO 64999 

Delaware. Dlstrlcr of 
Columbia. Maryland 
Pennsylvania Vlrglnla 
Indiana Kenlucky. 
hhchlgan. Ohm 
West Vlrgma 

’ Phllaaclphtb PA 19255 

Clnclnna~I. OH 45999 

Kansas, New Mexico. 
Ohtanoma Texas Austm TX 7330: 
Alaska Aruona CallfOrm 
fcountles of Alvme. Amaaor 
&me. Calaveris. Colusa. Contra 
Costa. Del None. El Doraoo 
Glenn, Humboldt. She. Lassen. 
Mann Mendocqo Modoc. hapa. 
Nevada. Placer Plumas. 
Sacramento San Joawn Shasta 

Ogden.UT 842Oi 
Snrra:SIskIyou. Solano. Sonoma. 
Suner.Tehama. Trmlty. Yolo. and 
Yuba). Colorado Ida-o. Montana. 
Nebraska. Nevada. Norlh Dakota. 
Oregon, South Dakota. Utah. 
Washmgton Wyommg . 

Caltlornia (all Other counttes) 
Hawatt Fresno. CA 93888 

Alabama Arkansas. Lowslana. 
Mas~ss~pp~. North Carolma. Memphls.TN 37501 , 
1mn.<rw 

If you have no legal residence. prtnctpal place 
of busmess. or principal offlce or agency in any 
Internal Revenue Dlstnct. file your form with the 
Internal Revenue Service Center. Philadelphia. 
PA 19255 

Specific Instructions 
The Instructions that follow are for those items 
that are not self-explanatory Enter N/A 
(nonapplicable) on the lines that do not apply 
Line 1 .-Enter the legal name of the entity 
applying for the EIN. 

Indrvrduals.-Enter the first name, mlddle 
mltlal. and last name. 

Trusts -Enter the name of the trust 
Estate of a decedent -Enter the name of 

the estate 
Partnershfps -Enter the legal name of the 

partnership as it appears m the partnership 
agreement. 

Corporatrons.-Enter the corporate name 
as set forth m the corporation charter or other ,, 
legal document creating It. 

P/an admrnrstrafors -Enter the name of 
the plan admm1strator.d plan administrator 
that already has an EIN should use that 
number and do not apply for another. 
Line 2.- Enter the trade &me of the 
business If different from the legal name. 
Note: Use fhe full legal name entered on /me 
1 on all tax returns to be filed for the entrty. 
However. rf a trade name IS entered on lrne 2, 
use only the name on ltne 1 or the name on 
/me 2 on a consatent basrs when frkng tax 
returns 
Une 3 .-Trusts enter the name of the 
trustee. Estates enter the name of the 
executor. administrator. or other fiduciary. If 
the entity applying has a designated person to 
receive tax mformation. enter that person’s 
name as the ‘care of’ person. When entering 
names, print or type first name. middle mrtial. 
and last name 
Line Sa and 5b .-If the physical location of 
the business IS different from the mallmg 
address (lmes 4a and 4b). enter the address of 
the physlcal location on lmes 5a and 5b 
Line 7.- Enter thb first name, muddle mltlal. 
and last name of a prmcipal officer if the 
business IS a corporation; of a general partner 
11 a partnershtp: and of a grantor if a trust 
Line 8a .-Check the box that best describes 
the type of entity that IS applying for the EIN 
Do not enter N/A If not specIfIcally 
mentioned. check the ‘other” box and enter 
the type of entity 
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fndivrdual -Check thus box If the rodrvrdual 
fries Schedule C or F (Form 1040) and has a 
Keogh plan or IS required to ftle excuse. 
employment. or alcohol. tobacco, or frrearms 
returns. If thus box IS checked, enter the 
mdtvrdual’s SSN (socral security number) In 
the space provrded 

Plan admmfstrator -The term plan 
admmrstrator means the person or group of 
persons specrfled as the admmrstrator by the 
mstrument under whtch the plan IS operated 
If the plan admtmstrator IS an mdrvrdual. enter 
the plan admtnistrators’s SSN In the space 
provrded 

New wfthholdrngagent -If you are a new 
wtthholdmg agent required to file Form 1042. 
check the ‘other” box and enter In the space 
provided *new wtthholdmg agent ” 

REM/& -Check thrs box rf the enttty IS a 
real estate mortgage Investment conduct 
(REMIC) A REMIC IS any entrty 

1 To whrch an electron to be treated as a 
REMIC apohes for the tax year and all prror tax 
years 

2 In whtch all of the interests are regular 
Interests or resrdual interests. 

3 Whtch has one (and only one) class of 
resrdual Interests (and all dlstrtbutlons. if any, 
wtth respect to such interests are pro rata): 

4 In which as of the close of the 3rd month 
begmnrng after the startup date and at all 
trmes thereafter. substantially all of its assets 
consrst of quaIlfred mortgages and permitted 
investments. 

5 Whtch has a tax year that IS a calendar 
year. and 

6 With resbec! to which there are 
reasonable arrangements desrgned to ensure 
that (a) resKlual Interests are not held by 
drsquakfred organrzatrons (as dehned in 
section 860E(e)(5)). and (b) mformatlon 
necessary for the aopllcatlon of SeCtIOn 

,86OE(e) wrll be made awaliaole 
For more mformatroh about REMlCs see the 

lnstructrons for Form 1066 
Persona! serwce corporabons -Check this 

box 11 the entity IS a personal servrce 
corporatron An entrty IS a personal serwce 
corporatlon for a tax year only 11 

1 The entity IS a C corporation for the tax 
year. 

2 The prmclpal activity of the entrty durmg 
the testmg penod (as defined cn Temporary 
Regulattons sectton 1 44 I-AT) for the tax yea; 
IS tne performance of personal servrce. 

3 Durmg the testmg perrod for the tax year, 
such services are substantrally performed by 
employee-owners. and 

4 The employee.owners own 10 percent of 
the fatr market value of tne outstandng stock 
m the entny on the last day of the testmg 
period tor the tax year. 

For more mformatron about oersonal servrce 
corporatrons. see the instruct&s to Form 
1120. U.S Corporation Income Tax Return. 
and Temporary Regulatrons section 1 441-4T. 

Other corporatrons -This box IS for any 
corporation other than a personal servrce 
corporatron If you check this box, enter the 
type of corporatron (such as insurance 
company) In the space provided. 

Other nonprofd organmlrons -Check this 
box if the nonprofit organization IS other than a 
church or churchcontrolled organzation and 
specify the type of nonprofit organzatron (for 
example. an educational orgamzation ) 

Group exemptron number (GEN) -If the 
applicant IS a nonprofit organization that IS a 
subordmate organrzation to be included In a 
group exemption letter under Revenue I 
Procedure 80-27. enter the GEN In the space 
provided. If you do not knowthe GEN. contact 
the parent orgamzatron for It. GEN is a four. 
dlglt number. Do not confuse it with the nine- 
drgrt EIN 
ktnn 9.-Check only one box. Do not enter 

Started new busrness -Check this box If 
you are starhng a new business that requrres 
an EIN If you check this box. enter the type of 
busmess bemg started. DO NOT apply if you 
already have an EIN and are only adding 
another place of business 

Changed type of orgamratron -Check this 
box If the business IS changing its type of 
organrzatron. for example, tf the business was 
a sole proprietorshipand has been 
Incorporated or has become a partnership If 
you check this box, specify in the space 
provrded the type of change made, for 
example “from sole proprtetorshrp to I 
partnership.” 

Purchasedgomg busmess -Check this box 
if you acquired a business through purchase. 
Do not use the former owner’s EIN If you 
already have an EIN, use that number. 

HIred employees -Check thus bon if the 
exrsttng busmess IS requesting an,EIN because 
rt has hired or IS hrrmn emolovees and IS 
therefore required to%e employment tax 
return for which an EIN IS required DO NOT 
apply if you already have an EIN and are,only 
hiring employees 

Creafed a trusf -Check thus box if you 
created a trust, and enter the type of trust 
created 

Createda penston bin -Check thus box tf 
you have created a pension plan and need this 
number for reportrng purposes. Also, enter the 
type of plan created , 

Bankrngpurpose.-Check thus box if you 
are requesting an EIN for banking purpose only 
and enter the banking purpose (for example, 
checking. loan, etc.) 

Other (specrfy) -Check this box if you are 
requestmg an EIN for any reason other than 
those for whrch there are checkboxes and 
enter the reason. 
line 10 .-If you are starting a new business. 
enter the starting date of the business If the 
busmess you acquired IS already operating. 
enter the date you acqutred the busmess 
Trusts should enter the date the trust was 
legally created Estates should enter the date 
of death of the decedent whose name appears 

‘on he 1 
Line 11 .-Enter the last month of your 
accountmg year or tax year. An accountmg 
year or tax year IS usually 12 consecutive 
months It may be a calendar year or a fiscal 
year (cncludmg a period of 52 or 53 weeks) A 
calendar year IS 12 consecutrve months 
endinn on December 31 A fiscal vear IS either 
12 cozsecutwe months ending ori the last day 
of any month other than December or a 52.53 
week-year. For more mformatron on 
accounting periods, see Pub. 538. Accounting 
Periods and Methods 

lndrvrduals -Your tax year generally will be 
8 calendar year. 

Artnershrps -Partnershrps enersliy 
4 should conform to the tax year o either (a) Its 

majority partners;(b) Its prtncrpal partners, 

(c)the tax year that results in the least 
aggregate deferral of income (see Temporary 
Renulatrons section 1.706.1T). or(d) some 
othir tax year, if (I) a business purpose IS 
established for the fiscal year, br (II) the fiscal 
year IS a ‘grandfather” year, or (III) an electron 
IS made under section A44 to have a fiscal 
year. (See the Instructions for Form 1065. 
U.S Partnershtp Return of Income. for more 
mformatron.) 

REMlCs -Remrcs must have a calendar 
year as their tax year 

Penonalservrce corporatfons -A personal 
Service corporation generally must adopt a 
calendar year unless 

(1) It can establish to the gatrsfactron of the 
Commissioner that there IS a busmess purpose ’ 
for having a different tax year, or 

(2) It elects under section 444 to have a iax 
year other than a calendar year. 
Line 12 .-ff the busmess has or WIII have 
employees, enter on this line the date on 
whrch the business began or WIII begin to pay 
wages to the employees If the busmess does 
not have any plans to have employees, enter 
N/A on this line. 

New wrthholdmgagent -Enter the date 
you began or will begln to pay income to a 
nonresident alten Thts also appkes to 
individuals who are requtred to file Form 1042 
to report ahmony pard to a nonresident alien 
Line 15 .-Generally. enter the exact type of 
busmess being operated (for example, 
adverttsmg agency, farm, labor union. real 
estate agency, steam laundry, rental of 
coin-operated vendmg machine. investment ~ 
club, etc.). 

Governmental.-Enter the type of 
organization (state, county, school drstrict. or 
mumcipality. etc.) 

Nonbrofrt organ&on (other than . 
govem7enfal) -Enterwhether organized for 
rekgrous. educational. or humane purposes, 
and the prmcipal activity (for example. 
religious organization-hospital, charitable) 

Mrnrngandquarrymg -Specify the process 
and the principal product (for example, mining 
bituminous coal, contract drrlhng for 011. 
quarrying drmensron stone, etc.) 

Contract construcflon --Specify whether 
general contractrng or special trade 
contracting Also, show the type of work 
normally performed (for example. general 
contractor ior residentral bulldIngs. electrrcal 
subcontractor, etc.) 

Trade -Specify the type of sales and the 
prmcrpal line of goods sold (for example, 
wholesale dairy products, manufacturer’s 
representattve for mmmg machinery. retall 
hardware, etc.) 

Manufactuimg -Specify the type of 
establishment operated (for example. sawmill. 
vegetable cannery, etc.) 
Signature block .-The applrcatron must be 
signed by ‘(a) the mdrvrdual. if person IS an 
individual. (b) the presrdent. vice presrdent. or 
other principal officer. of the person IS a 
corporation. (c)a responsrble and duly 
authorized member or officer having 
knowledge of its affairs, if the person IS a 
partnership or other unmcorporated 
organrzatron. or(d) the frduclary. if the person 
IS a trust or estate 
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: Exhibit IIA- 

Employer’s Annual Federal 
Unemployment (FUTA) Tax Return 

l For Paperwork Rcdudlon Act Notxc. see page 2. 

OMB No 15450028 

9983 
T 

A Dtd you pay a11 requwed contnbutlons to your State unemployment lund by the due Oate of Form 940’ . . . . . . . . . . . . z Yes c No 

H you check the “Yes” &x. enter amount of contrrbullons paid to your State UnemplOymint fund . . . . . . . W S I ---v--s..- .““” z ““““.“. ‘“‘.. 

B Are you requwed to pay contnbuttons to only one State’ . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 . . . . . * . . . . . _ Yes ‘L No 

If pu checked the “Yes” box. (1) Enter the name of the State where you arc rewrtd to Day conlnbutlons . . . . . .* “----“““““.“....“.“.““““.....- 
‘(2) Enter your State rewrtmg number(s shown on State unemployment tax return _ . . . . . . l 

PART l.- Computation of Taxable Wages and Credit Reduction (To Be Completed by All Taxpayers) I 1 
Totat payments (mciudmg exempt payments) duimg the calendar year for sewIces of l mDloyee5 . . . . 1 1 1 

Exempt payments (Lolam each exemptton Shown. atlachtng WJOlttOnal Sheets If - 
Amount patd 

, I 
necessary) b __....._“_.........._______________I____.”.....----------.----- 

2 I t .“._...“....“.“.................-....-..-- .“.....-.......“.“........ 
Payments tar serwces m excess of $7.ooO Enter only the excess over the fvst $7.000 

ala 
0 

to mawlouat employees l xcIuswe ot exempt amounts enterw on Ime 2 DO not use 
tale wage hmitatbon . . . . . . . . _ . . . . . . . . . . . L 3 I I t 

Total exempt payments (add lma 2 and 3) 4 -I I 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Total tambie rag& (subtract lme 4 trom lme 1) (If any portion ts l remet from Stati contrtbuttons. seejjs~ructlons)~ 5 1 
! \ 

CreQ!t rcductlon for unreoatd xlvances lo the States lusted Enter the wages mcluaecl on tme 5 above tor l acfI State and multlply by the rate snowr, 

(al AR ..“........wm 1006 . . . . . . . . . ..-. w MI . . . . . . . . . . ..- ~.ax .“.“......“.. (ml ‘VT ..-.-........:.W ._..._____... 

(bl CT ..“““..*.....= Do7 . . . . . . ...“.“. (h) MN . . . . . . . . . . . . . : 006 . . . . . . . . . . . . . (“1 WV . . . ..-..-.... 1 DE . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

(0 DE _____________ 1.006 __.__________ (9 K1 . . . . . . . . ..___ ~035 ._...._...... OuBde the U.S. 

(0 DC _____________ x.011 ______, _______ 0) OH . . . . . . . . . . . ..x 0% .,,........,: (01 PR ..“....“..... 1 cJ?z ..“....“..... 

I*) IL .,., --------_ s.007 .“..“““.““““” (U PA 1 007 . . . . . . . . . . . . . (PI VI 1.m . . ..“.“...S.. ““““...“..“I., . . ..I..“..... 

(0 KY .,.“,““.,.,..I 003 . . . ..“““..... IO RI . . . . . . . . ..s.. x006 . . . ..-...s.... 
Total credit rccluctlon (add Imes @a) through 6(o) and enter on lone 2 Da? 11 or lme 4 Pan 111) ,I7 I I 

PART II.- Tax Due or Refund (Complete if You Checked the “Yes” Boxes In Both Items A and B Above) 

1 FUTA tax Mutttoly the wages on lme 5. Part I. by .W8 and enter Iwe ’ . . . . . . 11 

2 Enteramoun~tromlme7.PartI . . . . . . . . . _ . _ . . . . . . . . ’ 1 I 

3 To~lFUTA~z(rOdl~nesland2) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , 3 I 

4 Less Total FU’IA tax deporlted for the year tram your records 4 I ,..., ,...... 

5 tilance due (subtract hnc 4 from ltne 3-1 
6 

1 over 1100. sp Part IV Instrucl8ons) Patio IRS . . . . . .* 5 
Overpayment (subtract lmc 3 from lme 4) Check If to be 1 AooMC to newt return or> Refunded 6 1 I 

PART III .-Tax Due or Refund (Complete If You Checked the “No” Box In Either Item A 0; lt;‘n B Above. Also complete Part V) 

1 Gras FUTA tax Mu&ply the wages on lme5. Part I. by .D35 1 I I . , . . . 

2 MaxImum credtt Multiply the wageson line 5. Pan I. by 027. 21 . . * . . . t 
s 

. . 

3 Enter the smaller of tne amount on hne 11. Part V. or ltne 2. PaR III . . , 3 ! [ 

4 Enter amount trom ftne 7. Pati I . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . : . . . 4 I I 

S Crodlt l llaabk (subtract lme 4 lrom lme 3) . . . . , : . 5 I . . . . ( 

6 Total FUTA ua (subtract ltne S from lme 1) . . . . . . _ . . . . , . . . . . . . . . 6 1 I 

7 L~‘TotalF?fAtrxde~ltcdfortheyeartromyourrccores . . . . . . . .’ . . . _ . . . . 7 1 

8 ~ienadue(subtractIme7 fromlme&daer $lW.scc PaflIVInstruclwnr) Pay tolRS . . . . . . .*, 6 1 I 

9 Overpaymwrt (subtracl lme 6 from lme 7) Chech I( to be 0 Applied lo nert return or 0 Refundett . . . .W 9 ’ d 
PART IV.- Record of Quarterly Federal Tax Llabillty for Unemployment Tax (Do not include Sbtr liability) 

Qulner ! Flnt .seco”a ! ThW I FeLNtn I 
Tow for Yeal 
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> Exhibit IIA- 

.- 
Form 9ro (1983) 
PART V.-Computation of Tentative Credit (Complete if YOU Chcclred the “No” Box in Either Question A or B on Page 1-h Instructions) 

NJmc stra reuomng numbcm TJ%Jbk Wf’rOll 
Of - m0- 00 l fmwf s 

sure sole conlnBu1IQ, rcwns 
(* dCttn~ In sate l a) 

SUIC .x,iw;e rate Pefm 

2 3 ’ Ftam- fo- 
I 

,I I 1 

I I I I 

. I I 4 ’ I 

I 
I Jl I 

1 
10 Totals . . . . b , t I 

11 Total tentawe weott (a106 lmc 10. columns 8 and 9 -see msttuctlons for~llmltat~onr) . . . . . . w I I 

HighlIghts 
Changes for x983.-Public Law 97.248 

mcrcased the wage base to $7.000 and Increased 
me tax mtc to 3.5% for 1983 and 1984. 

For dcposlt purpos6s. multlply by DO8 that 
par7 of the fwst $7.000 of each employee’s 
annual wages that you pad durmg the 9UaRCr 
Follow the ocposlt rules In Part IV on page 4 

Special assessments (surcharges. sunax, 
es.etc.) by a State to pay the Interest on Title 
XII loans to a State tram the Federal govern. 
ment are not includtble as ‘contributions * 
Contact your State unemployment agency If 
you are not sure whether your payments to the 
tund mcluoe these charges. 

1. Household Employers: You 00 not have to 
tile this lorm unless you pald cash wages Of 
fl .OOCl or more for household work in any 
calendar auaner In 1982 or 1983 

2. Household and Other Employers Who File 
Form 940: If your total Feaeral unemploymcfl! 
(FUTA) tax for 1983 IS not more !han SIOO. you 
130 not have 10 deposit the tax. If you 00 not have 
to deposit FUTA tax and you. 

(a) made all repucred payments 10 your State , 
unemployment fund. 

(b) are rcPulre0 to make payments to the 
unemployment tund of only one State. an0 

(0 paad wages sublect to Federal 
unemployment tax that are also sublecl to 
State unemployment tax. 

,completc Pam I and II. OtherwIse. complete 
Parts I, III. and V. 

3. Employer, Who Are Requtred to Deposit 
FUTA Tax: If you meet tests (a). (b). and (cl 
above. complete Pans I. II. and IV. Otherwise. ’ 

-complete Parts I. Ill. IV. and V. 

General ln+uctlonr 
Papemork Reduction Aci Notice.-We ask 

for this informatton lo carry out the Internal 
Revenue laws of the Uncted States. We nctd It to 
ensure that taxpayers are cornplyIng with these 
bws and to allow us to ftgure and collect the right 

amount of tax You are required to gwe us thus 
information 

Purpou ollorm.-Use rt for the annual _ 
reponmg of tax under FUTA. Thlr tax la pald only 
by the employer. The gross tax rate IS 3.5% 
(.035) on the first S7.OOO of wages patd to each 
employee Ourmg 1983. 

Who Must File.-In eneral. evcy l mDlOyCr 
ho durtng 1982 or 198 Is (a) pald wages of 
S1.500 or more tn any calendar quafief or (b) had 
one or more employees for some Dan 0t a day in 
any 20 dtflerenl weeks must file bunt ali 
regular. temporary. and pan.time emoloyees A 
prrtnenhlp SIVOUI~ not count Its partnen. If there 
KS a change In owmrshio or Other transfer Of 

--,- . __ 
. busmess Ourmg the year, eacn employer WI-IO 

mitts tests (a) or (b) above must file Neither * 
should repon wages pald by the other. 
Organuatlons clercrlbed tn Code sectlon 
501(c)(3) 00 not have to file 

i 

lip an agricultural or household employer. you 
mus: file Form 940 11 any of the folIowIng aOOly to 
you ) 

(:) You Dal0 cash wages of S20.000 or more 
to fa~mrorhers dunng any calendar quaner In 
198: 01 1983 

(2: ~0” employed 10 or more farmworkers 
au- -6 soDme pan of a day (wnether or not at the 
y-e ttme) for at least one day durmg any 20 
~I+~~ev weeks In 1982 or 1983. Count allens 
l c- ZCE 10 the U.S on a tcm0orary basis 10 
0~“3~ farmwork to dete*mlne if you meet either 
ot :-9 above tests However. wages palo 10 these 
l h*-s are not sublect to FUTA tax prior :o 1986 

(21 VOU pald cash wages of S1.000 or more in 
ant wwtar quarter In 1982 or 1983 Tar 
h0~se~o10 work ma prwatc nome. local college 
CL: or 8 10121 chapter of a college fraternity or 
soro*th Note: See Form 942 for a derlnitlon of .‘; 
houseMla work ma private nome - -. 

I’ IOU n&we Form 940 and are not Ilable’for 
Fece*ri unemployment tar !or 1983 write “No1 
LU: l across the front am return It :o IRS If you 

10: have to file retums after this write ’ **I 
“FI-~, on tne lme above :ne s1gnatu.e Ime 

Duo Oate.- Form 943 for 1983 IS oue by 
Jawaq 31. 1984 Howeve’. If you made timely 
oecostu m full paymen: of :ne tax due. your due 
date IS February 10. 1984 
Wnrre to File.- 

See Publlutlon 583. InformatIon for Busme= 
Taxpayers. for details on how to make tax 
deposits, file a return. etc.. 11 these are due oe’ore 
you rececve your number. 

Penalties and Interest.-AvoId penalties and 
interest by makmg tax deposits when due ana 
filing a correct return and paymg the proper ’ 
amount ol tax when due The law provides 
penalties for late deposits and late filmg unless 
you show reasonable cause for the delay If you 
are late. anach an explanation to the return The 
law also provides a penalty of 25% of the 

overstatement if, wIthout <easonaole muse. you 
overstate the amount you deposited. 

There are also penaltIes for willful faglure 10 
pay tax, keep records. make returns. an0 for flllng 
false or fraudulent returns 

Credit for Contributions Paid Into State 
Funds.-You can claim credit for amounts you 
pay mto a certtfled State (mcludmg Pueno RICO 
and the U.S Vlrgln Islands) unemployment fund 
by the due date of Form 940 

“Contnbutlons” are payments that State aw 
rmulres you to make to an unemployment !L’C 
because you are an employer These Dayme-rs 
are “contributions” only 10 the extent that :?ey 
are not deaucted or deductible from the 
employees’ pay. 

You may not take credtt for voluntary 
payments or tor penalttes or interest paymelll tc 
a State. Nor may you tahe credtt for any spcc:ai 
l ssessmen11. surtax, surcharge. e1c by the S:aIe 
for paying Interest on unrepaid Title XII loans tram 
the Federal government 

If you have been granted an exoerience ‘ate 
lower than 2.7% (.O27) by a Stare for the wnole or 
parI of the year. you are entitled to an rddittonal 
credit This credit IS equal to the atfference 
between actual payments and the amount you 
woultl have been required to pav at 2.7%. 

The total credit allowable may not be more 
than 2.7% of taxable FUTA wages 

Special Cm&t for Successor Employerr--:! 
you are clalmmg special credit as a SuCCeUOr 
employer. see Code sectlon 3W?(e) or Ctrcum E 
for the condittons that you mult mutt 

Employer’s Namr. Address. and 
Identlflutlon Numb&-Use the preadorerred 
Forin 940 malled to you If you must USC a 
nonadoressed form. TyoC Or Orlnt your fame. 
traOe name. address. an0 employer Ioe?rlficatlon 
numoe* on II -33- 

Specific Instructions 
All hkn must rampktr Quut~ons A 8. and ParI l IIU! 

must gn the return 

use Part II II ye4 py mnhlbutuns to only o(Ic slate 
rnempkynmt fund. po made 111 ~rrte wy~ntr bl me due 
date of Form 940. and all of the FUTA rap are W&f tn 
me State I nnem~qmcnr fund ta;6 Omemc *lP Part 11 
and comprctr tam Ill Jnd v 

bmpktt Part IV II your total tar for the pi S m0rx 
man $100 
Part l.- Computation of Taxablk,WVW 
and Crcdlt Reduction 

Une I-Total Payments.-Enter the total 
payments LOU made 10 employees dunni the 
calendar year, even If they are not taxable 
Include salarIes. wages. commrulons. fees. 
bonuses. vacation allowances amounts PaI0 

~rnrrrtdcran5 conhnd gn Ulr 1 I 



Exhibit IIA-3 

Employer’s Qua,qerly F.ederal Tax Retgrn 
b For Paperwork Reduction Act Notice: see page 2. - 

low name. r N.N ,,I d,sb.:whd fm mda mm*) 
address, 
rmplow 

* identhotton luda name. II M 
number. and . - 

Record of Federal Tax liability 
(Complete if line 1; is f500 or more) 

If you made erghth.monthly dcportts usrng the 
95% rule. ch’eck here . _ . . . . . . b 0 

If you are a frrsttrme 3banklng day deposttor. _ 
check here. . . . . . . _ . . . . b 0 

See the tnstructrons under rule 4 on page 4 for 
detatls 

DJW 
r.g*, PJld 

1st throu@~ 3rd . . . A 
4th through 7th . . . . 5 

8th through 11th . . . t 
:Zth through 15th . . D 

16th through 19lh . . E 

20th througn tZnd . . F 

23rd through 25th . . C 
26th thmu#hlut. . . H 

-TOW . . . . . p 
= 1st through 3rd . . . 1 

r 4th through 7th . . . J 

z 8th liiough 11th. . . I 
t 5 12th through 15th . . 1 
f 16th through 19m . . u 

g 30th thmugh 22nd . . N 

y t3rd through 25th . . D 
’ 76th through IJSt . . r 

II Tot& . . . . . . b 

1st through 3rd . . . Q 

$ 4th lhrough 7th . . . R 

z 8th through 11th. . . 5 

= 12th through 1Sth . . T 

f 16th thmugh 19th . . u 
: 20th mmugh 22nd . . V 

z 23rd mrwgh 2sm . . W 
26th through last. . . x 

III Total . . . . . . b 

IV fotrl for qurtltr (add lutes 
I. It and III\ . . . ‘. . 

Date ,Y.“w mdrd 1 

-I 

If you are not liable for returns tn the future. 

write “FINAL” . . . . . . . . . -, 

Date flnal wages pald . . . . . . _ . b 

1 Number of employees (except household) em- 

ployed rn the pay perrod that rncludes March 12th 
(complete furs: quarter only) . . . . . . b 

2 Total wages and bps subject to wcthholdlng. plus 

other employee compensatton . . . . . ., 

3 Total rncome tax wrthheld from .&&es. bps. pen- 

slons. annutbes. sick pay, gam%hg. etc. . b 

4 Adjustment of wrthheld rncome tax for precedmg 

quarters of calendar year. . . . . . . b 

5 Adjusted total of income tax wrthheld . . . . 

6 Taxable FICA wagcs‘pard. I 

5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..-....... . . . . ..-._... x 13 4% (134) 

equals tax . , . . . . . . . . . . . . 

7 a Taxable tips reported: 
f ’ ._.....-..._..........___-‘-.-..... x 6.70,6 (.067) 

equals tax . . . . . . . . . . . 

b TIPS deemed to be wages (see rnstructrons). 

s .._.._...-.......-.......~........- x 6;oj, (.067) 

equals tax . . . . . . . : . . . 

8 Total FICA taxes (ado lutes 6. 7a. and 7b) . . . 

9 Adjustment of FICA taxes (see instructrons) . b 

10 Adlusted total of FICA taxes . . . 1 . . . . 

i 11 Total taxes (add lines Sand 10) . . . . & 

12 Aclvance earned Income credit (EIC) payments. 

if any. . . . . . . . . . . . . b 

13 Net taxes (subtract lrne 12 from In-e 11). Thus 

must equal lute IV . . . . . . . . . . 

14 Total deposits for quarter. including any overpayment applred from a prtor quarter. from your records . b .- 

tf add-s is 

,diffennt fmm 

wior fetum. r-‘ 

. 

.- \ 

\ . .- 

/ 

’ 

15 fJndeposated taxes due (subtract ltne 14 from hne 13). Enter here and pay to Internal nevenue >ervrce ) 1 
t 

16 If ltne 14 IS more than lane 13. enter overpayment here b f and check 11 to be [r Applreo to next return, or 1, Rerunaea. 

UId.. “63 a,,,, * ., pw,“+y. , Ju,,,* ,M( , &a” l .,11), *@d (A,, ,.,y,n, wlCl”O,“( .‘tom@an,‘n( sc~~“l~, and ,I., em,“,, *no 10 ,he WI: at ml, r”o..,ra(r *no ml.*1 11 I, vur CO“W! l *a 
mm&au 

Lgvwu~ b ToI* * 

Please 11lc this form rtth your Jntrr~l Revenue Semce Center (UC tnstrucbotts on “Where to file”). 
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Papcmorh Reduction Act Notlee.-We ask 
for this mformatlon to carry out the internal 
Revenue laws of the Umted States. We need 
It to ensure tnat you are complymg with these 
laws and to allow us to figure and colIeCt the 
right amount of tax. You are maulred to give 
us thrs mformatton. 

Hospttal Insurance Tax on Federal Employ. 
ment .-Federal government employers should 

I see the mstructconsfor lme 9. Adlustment Of 
FICA tax. tor nportmg the hospital insurance 
benefits tax. 

Forms W-4 .-Send In each quarter with 
. Form 941 copies of any Forms W--l recetved 

durtng this quarter from employees (1) claim. 
mg more’than 14 wIthholdIng dllOwanCeS or 
(2) clalmlng exemptton from tncome tax with. 
holding 11 thew wages are expected to usually 
exceed $200 a week. lticlude on each copy 
your name. address. and employer Identthca. 
tlon number. Do not send copres for employ. 
l es who no longer work for you. For details. 
see Circular E. Employer’s Tax Guide. 

If you want to use magnetic media to trans. 
mtt W-J data to the IRS. see Revenue Pro. 
cedure 80-8 tn Cumulative Bulletm 1980-l. 
‘page 592. 

Base wlthholdlng on the Forms WA that 
you sent In unless IRS notlfles you In wrltlng 
to do otherwlse. 

Circular E explains the rules for wlthnola. 

lng. oaymg. rleposltmg. and’ rcportmg Fed. 
l raf Income tax. social securItv (FICA) taxes. 
and Federal unemployment (FUTA) tax C:r. 
cular A. Agricultural Employee s Tax Gulae. 
explatns different ru(es for employers wno 
have tarmworkers Get these clrtulars free 
from IRS offIces. 

General instructions 

Purpose of Form 941.-To report: 

l Income tax you withheld from wages, 
tips. pensIons. annultles. suoolemental un. 
employment compensatton bcncftts. certarn 
gamblmg wlnnmgs. and thm party payments 
of sck pay. 

l Taxes under the Federal Insurance 
Contrtbutlons Act (FICA). 

Who Must File. -Employers who wlthhold 
income tax. FICA taxes. or 00th must file 
Form 941 quarterly. ExceptIons are. 

l Employers who report only wlthheld m- 
come tax. These include State and local gov. 
ernments. tar.exempt organlzatlons. payers 
of rupo~emental unemployment compensa. 
tion beneftts. and ceRatn pavers of pensIons. 
annumes. and sck pay These employers 
should use Form 941E. Quanerly Return ot 
Wltnheld Fcoeral Income ‘lax 

l Employers who repor: taxes on house. 
’ hold l mp!oyees’ wages Reocr: on Form 942. 

Employer’s Quarterly Tax Return for House. 
hold Employees But, if you are a sole . 
proprietor and_file Form 941 for business 
employees. you can Include your household 
employees on It. You are haDIe for FICA tax 
If you pay a household employee cash wages 

. of $50 or more In a quarter. 
l Employers who report taxes on agrcul. 

turai employees’ wages. Report these on Form 
943. Employer’s Annual Tax Return for Agrl. 
cultural Employees. Also use Fornl 943 to 
report taxes on wages of household em. 
ployees in a prlwate home on a farm 
ooerated for proflt. 

When to File .-File startmg with the first 
quarter In which you are required to wlthhold 
Income tax. or pay wages sublect to FICA tax. 

Page 2 
I 

Due Dater for Returns 
QuJunW EndIng Due DJti 

JJ~ .feb .Mar. *(JrCh 31 AOfll 30 
Abr..W~.Junc 

July~Au~+ScOt. 2;:. 3: Act: 1’: 
Oct;~Nov .O,C. Dec. 31 Jan 31 s 

If you deportted all taxes when due for a 
quaner. you have 10 more days after the 
above due date t0 file. 

Publicatton 583. Informattc? tar Busmess 
Taxpayers. 

Filing on Magnettc Media --3:r Informatio* 
for tape fllmg of Form 9&L, see ?he revenue 
procedure tltlec Magnettc Tace Recon:ng, 
Form 941. YOU can get a c::v 3y cer.tat:mg 

,an IRS offlce. 

After you ftle your first return, we will send 
you a form every 3 montns. Please use thts 
form If you don’t have a form. get one from 
an IRS offzce In time to file the return when 
due. If you use a form that IS not pread- 
dressed. please list your name and EIN 
exac!ly as shown on your last return. Also 
show the date the quaker enas. 

If you te’mporarily ‘stop payrng wages or 
your work IS seasonal. fiie a return for each 
quarter. Do thrs even though you have< no 
taxes to report. But If you go out of busmess 
or stop paying wages, file a final return. Be 
sure to fill In the lmes above ltne 1. 

Penalties and Interest.--lfere are pen21 
ties for fllmg a return late and pavrng or 
deporltrng taxes late. unless ::eee IS ieason- 
able cause. If you are late. 31ezse anach an 
explanation to your return ?.c~c IS a penalty 
of 25% of the overstateme?: f,‘wlthou; rea. 
sonable cause, you overstare :Te amcun: you 
deposited. There are alsc cc%ItIes ‘or ~111. 
tul failure to ftle retUrns an: zav taxes wnen 
due. furntsh StateTents tt ecployecs. keep 
records. and for !llmg false rerurns or sub. 
mlttmg bad checks. 

Interest IS charged on taxes ;ald late at the 
rate set by law. 

Specific Instructions If you sell or transfer your business, both 
you and the new owner must file a return for 
tra puarter in which the change took place. 

Completing the Record of Federal Tax 

Neither should report wages patd by the other. 
Liability- If your taxes for :‘e zjuarzer (Ilne 

(An example of a transfer is when a sole pro- 
13) are less than 5X0. yc- :3 no: nave to 

prletor forms a partnership or corporation.) 
comolete the Reccrc You -rv Day :>e taxer 

If a change occurs. please attach to your 
wth Form 941 or oeposi: Ye- by the a.ir 
date of the return. . 

re!urn a statement that snows’ New owner’s 
name (or new name of the business): Whether , If your taxes for the qua?eP are $500 or 
the busmess IS now a sole prOprIetOrShIp. 

more, you must complete z-e ;?ecorc. 

partnershlp. or corporatton: Kmd of change 
that took place (sale, transfer, l tc ); Date ot 

Each month IS olvl\ded ix: l fght depos4 
Periods that end on the 3::. ?t3. I!:h. 15th. 

the change. 19th. 22nd. 25th. ana lari :zv of the month 
When a buscness IS merged or consolidated as shown tn the Record I! .;; :ares for any 

with another. the contmuing ftrm must file the., month are less tnan f3.t;:. :ou C3n snow 
return for the quarter in whtch MeLchange ; : Them on the Total ltne (I. ’ or III1 for tney- 

took place. The return should show all wages 
pald for t?at quarter. 

Where to File.- 

month and Sktp the Other lines ‘0. thar month 
If your taxes for 3ny mc-:- are S3.3OC or 
more, flncl the egg-t:, mo-:- ‘. :ep*c:(s! our 
ing whch you hat a pa!::. Mahe entrIes 
only on the lmes Text to :-cc-e perIces (Fcr 
example. ff you Day wagas ZP me :st an0 
15th of each mon:rr. comc’c:? lnes A, D. I. L. 
Q. T. and the moctnly Total mes ) 

Employer ldentiflcatlon Number (ElN).- 
If you have not asked for a number. apply 
for one on Form SS4, Appllcatlon for- Em. 
oloyer ldentrflcatlon Number, Get this form 
from IRS or Social Security Admtmstratlon 
(SSA) offices 

If you do not have a number by the time a 
return IS due. wrote “Apolled for” and the date 
you aoplted In the space snown for the,num. 
ber If you do not have a numbe* by the time 
a tax Oeposlt IS due. Send your payment to 
the Internal Revenue Service Center where 
you file your returns Mare It payable to IRS 
and show on it your name (as shown on 
Form SS-4). adaress. kmcl of tax. pernod 
covered. and date you aoohed for an EIN. 
for more Mormatlon concerning an EIN. see 

r3 5- 

I/ 

. 

Enter your tax Ilaolhty (rr:zme tar withheld 
plus both the employee ant cmoloyev shares 
of social secunty (FICA) !axes -nlnus any Ad 
vance Earned Income Cre:: : :ayments) for 
each ecghtn.montnly oertcc J.z*ing wnd you 
had a oayday 

The total of the Tax IIZC II:. column (hne 
IV) must l 0ual hre i3. Ne: Taxes O:?ecwlse.‘ 
you may be cnargt? a pesa :. 5asec cn your 

average tax IlabllCj. for nc: -zar,ng oe3oslts 
of tares. 

Taxpayers who willfully : aln credl: on hne 
14 for depos8ts not made are sdblec: to fmes 
and other cnminal 3en3lftes 

HOW to MJhe Deposits.-:n general. you 
must deposit wtt:helC Inc:-re tax. and em 
player and employee FICd :axes. wtr an au- 
thorlzed fmanclal tnstltutc? cr a Federal Rc 
serve banh or brancn. Inc ;ze a prelnscrtbed 
Federal Tax Deposit (F;;I Form 501 with 
each deposit. Please fol!;ti :>e Instructions 
on the back of the FID for-n 

When Your Deposrts Are Dui -The amount 
Of taxes you owe Oetermlnes !>e (repuency Of 
deports You owe these taxes when you Pay 
the,wJ#eS (or mahe the pa\?•nts tram which 
the taxes are wlthnela). not uren your Payroll 
perloCI ends The rules ana examoles OCIOw tell 
you how often to deposit taxes 

(1) LLU tbrn $500 at the end of J VMter.-tf It 
the end of the oualtcr your !c:ai Jndtws~ted taxer 
for the quaffer are less than fS:; .vou do not have to 
deposrt the taxer YOU may pa !te :ares to IRS wth 
Form 941. or you may ‘depos.l !ne? by the due date 
of the return 

(2) Leas thrn $500 rt the end of any month.-11 a: 
the end of my month your lofal uxlecos~ted ImS Ire 
less than SSOO. YOU do not hrbe :a mahe a depot. 
You may carry the tares over :c :Te roliowq month 
r!thln the QuaRer (See Era?:? 1) 



‘I 

B. Sample design 
I 

1. Design considerations 

The criteria that governed the choice of a sample design for 
ERUMS were: 

0 ’ The study should be limited to one State: 

0 Within the selected state, probability,sampling 
procedures should be used. 

-. 

0 The sample size should take into account the resources 
available to the ERUMS Work Group for computer and 
manual matching and other processing activities. 

0 All units 'in the selected state that were active during 
the study reference period in either the BLS or SSA 
reporting systems should'have a chance of selection. 

0 Cases of greater interest, -for example, those found in 
only one of the two systems (unmatched cases) and those 
involving more than one reporting unit' (multi units) 
should.be oversampled. ' 

ERUMS was a pilot study, designed to develop and test 
procedures for linking and comparing employer and reporting unit . data from different administrative record systems. The agencies participating in'the study could provide only limited staff time 
and other resources. These considerations dictated the 
Workgroup's decision to limit the study ‘to one State and to a 
fairly small sample in that State. 

Within the selected State, Texas, the use of probability 
sampling at all stages of selection provided two benefits. It 
ensured that sample results could be used to pr'oduce unbiased 
estimates for the study population and it made possible 
estimatidn of sampling errors from the sample. Although we recognized that sampling errors wquld be relatively large for 
most,estimates, we felt it would be useful, for both analytical 
and methodological purposes, to produce weighted estimates. 

One possible-approach to the study design would have been to 
select aNbaseline sample from a singl,e agency system, say the BLS 
UI system, 
the SSA and 

and search for the sample units from that system in 
IRS systems. However, that approach would have 

failed to provide any information about units that,were in the 
SSA and IRS systems; but not in the BLS system. It proved to be 
feasible to use a'design that sampled both the BLS and SSA 
systems, so that units existing [in either one of these systems 
but not in the other would be represented. The Workgroup decided 
that it was not feasible'to sample the IRS system independently, 
given the complexity'of the system and‘the administrative 
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difficulties in gaining access to-it for such a purpose. 
Therefore, the final sample does not represent any units that may 
have been-included in the IRS system but not in the BLS and SSA 
systems. Units in the final combined BLS/SSA samtile were matched 
against the IRS,files ‘described in Section A of this chapter, so 4 
that we do have IRS data for the BLS and SSA sample'cases that 
were found in the IRS files. I . 

The requirement that all in-scope units in the BLS and SSA 
systems should have a chance of selection was not completely 
fulfilled. Because the Employer Identification Number (EIN) was ' 
to be the primary basis for matching records in all three 
systems, the group of reporting units covered by a single EIN was ' 
chosen as the sampling unit for both the BLS and SSA systems. 
However, in the 1982 Texas UI Name and Address File, 4,020 
reporting unit records (1.3 percent) out of a total of $303,582 
did not have EINS. These units were not included in the initial 
sample selection from the BLS UI file. 

Oversampling of unmatched and multi unit cases was dictated 
by the exploratory nature of ERUMS. If proportional sampling had ' 
been used, about 70 percent of the sample cases (as it turned 
out) would have been matched,single units, for which the 
processing was expected to be straightforward. The unmatched and 
multi unit cases were expected to pre‘sent more difficulties and 
the Work Group wanted to have enough of these cases to learn what 
the situations were and to test methods of dealing with them. 

2. The sample.design adopted 

The sample design and the matching procedures were closely 
interrelated. A summary of the sample design is presented here; 
details of the sample selection and matching procedures are given 
in Section C below. 

The main steps in sample selection and matching were: 

(1) Select samples of EINs from the BLS and SSA frames. , 

(2) Match each EIN in-both agency's samples against the 
other agency's frame to determine whether it was 
included in that frame, i.e., whether it was a matched 
sample unit. 

I 

(3) From the combined samples after steps (i) and (2), 
select a subsample of EINs, with subsampling rates that 
varied, depending on initial match status and 
classification as a single unit or multi unit. 

(4) Match'the subsample units against selected IRS files 
and, for those located in-the IRS files, add relevant 
IRS data to the data base for the subsample. . ' \ 

A key feature of the sample design was the use of a digital 
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sampling procedure, based on EINs, in'step (1). The EIN is a 
unique nine-digit number assigned to each employer. Sampling , 
based on the final (9th) digit is 'not recommended because the 
nature of the issuance process has resulted in an excess of EINs 
ending in 0 and 5 (Harte, 1986). For this reason, we selected, 
from both the BLS and SSA frames, all EINs that had one of six 
randomly selected pairs of digits in the 7th.and 8th position. 
Using the same sets of digits for both the BLS and SSA samples 
made it possible to complete step (2) by matching the two samp'les 
against each other, rather, than by matching each sample against 
the other agency's complete frame. . 

c 
The Workgroup decided that the final sample size should be 

about 400 matched,and czmatched EINs ,and that about one-half of 
these should be EINs.class'ified as multi unit in one or both 
systems. EIN counts obtained for the Texas U3 File prior to the 
initial sample seiecZ;or. were: 

Single uni 
Multi unit 

t .' I 267,487 
3,125 

Total EINs '8 270,612 

A sampling rate of 6 Ir. 
about 188 multi zni: 

iO0 would produce'an expected sample of 
EIKs from the BLS frame: this was the 

rationale for using 6 out of 100 possible pairs of ending digits'. 

The-initial sample selected by this method from the BLS and 
SSA frames contained a total of 19,964 EINs, of which 16,336 were 
selected initially from the BLS Texas UI file for 1982 and the 
remaining 3,628 were EINs from SSA's Single or Multi-Unit-Code 
Files that had all-of the,following characteristics: , 

% 
0 Wages reported for 1982. 

0 One or more reporting units in Texas shown on SSA's 
Single Unit or Multi Unit Code File. 

0 Not included in the BLS Texas UI file for 1982. 
(However, the employer could have been in the UI file 
without an EIN.) 

match 
All cases in the initial sample were then classified by 

status and whether they were identified as single or'multi 
unit EINs-in the BLS and SSA files. 
classifications, 

On the basis of these 
9 major,strata were formed. Two of the strata 

that involved BLS multi unit EINs were subdivided, putting 
employers with 20 or more reporting units in a'separate stratum 
in each case. Using varying sampling fractions, subsamples were/ 
selected from each of the 11 strata to produce a final sample of 
200 EINs involving only single units and 201 EINs initially 
classified as multi unit by BLS, SSA or both. ' l 

The initial match and the'BLS and SSA single/multi unit ' 
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classifications were used to form the strata from which the 
subsamples were selected. These classifications were later 
modified for analytical purposes, as will be explained in Section 
C. However, the weights applied to the sample cases to produce 
estimates depend on which of the strata they were selected from. 1 
Weighting by the reciprocal of the subsampling fractions produces 
estimates at the level of the first-stage sample. These 
estimates can be used to calculate percent distributions, because # 
EINs in the first-stage sample were selected with equal 
probability. To produce estimates,of totals for the universe, , 
the first-stage estimates have to be further weighted by the 
reciprocal of 0.06, the sampling fraction used to select the 
first-stage sample. 

I After the selec 
discovered that an a 
included in the firs 
inadvertently omitte 
reweighting the seco 
were affected. FLY: 
chapter. 

,e ; -* 0:: 
ddit 
t - s r 
C. 
‘r.i.-s 
r.er 

of the second-stage sample, it was 
ional 2,608 EINs should have been 
age sample from the SSA frame; but we 
This-problem was dealt with by 
tage sample cases for the strata that 
details are given in Section C of thi 

:re 

S 

Sampling eiiOY s were calculated for a few key estimates and 
are shown in Tables :::A-4 and Al. For the latter table, in 
which the estimaces,were based on the full first-stage sample, 
the actual sample of 22,572 EINs was treated as a fixed size ' 
simple random sample, selected without replacement, and the 
sampling errors were estimated under that assumption. The 
estimates in Table IIIA-4 were based on the second-stage sample. 
The calculation of sampling errors for these estimates treated, 
the first-stage sample of 22,572 cases as the universe and the 
second-stage sample as though it had been a stratified random 
sample‘selected without replacement from that universe. These 
assumptions result in a slight understatement of the sampling 
errors, since they do not take into account the contribution of 
the first stage of sampling to the overall sampling errors. 

Exhibit IIB-1 summarizes the main features of the ERUMS 
sample design. A more detailed description of the sample 
selection and matching procedures is given in Section C.$ Section 
D describes the administrative and working arrangements for 
carrying out the study. Readers who are mainly interested in the 
results may wish to proceed directly to Chapter III. 
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Summary of the ERUMS sample design 

. 

. 
FRAMES 

BLS: EINs in Texas UI file for first quarter'1982 

SSA: EINs in Single Unit and Multi Unit Code Files that: 

(1)' Had wage reports for .1982 and 

(2) Had at least one Texas reporting unit and 

(3) Did not appear 'in the BLS frame. 

FIRST-STAGE SAMPLE 

Selection method: 

-Sampling fraction: 

Sample size: 

Equal probability, based on 7th and 8th 
digits of EIN 

i 
6 in 100 

BLS frame 
SSA frame 

16,33.6 
3,628*' , 

Total 19,964 , 

SECOND-STAGE SAMPLE 

Selection 'method: Stratified systematic, equal probability 
within stratum 

Sampling fractions: Varied by stratum from take all to 
1 in 173.78 

Sample si2.e: Multi unit in BLS or SSA 
All other 

201 
200 

Total 

* Plus 2,608 cases that were inadvertently omitted. 
discussion in Sections B and C‘of this chapter.' see 



\ L _ 

C. Sample selection and matching procedures \ 

,There are two,reasons for providing a detailed account of 
' the ERUMS sample selection and matching procedures. The obvious 

reason is that the results, like those of any research study, are 
dependent on the procedures used and anyone interested in the 
,results is entitled to a,full description of how the study was 
carried out. The otherireason, equally or perhaps more 
important, is that,ERUXS was a venture into uncharted territory 
and we believe that future projects of this kind will benefit 
from the'availability of a~ detailed road map of the procedures 
that were developed to 
unit records from BLS, 

match and compare employer and reporting 
SSA and IRS for statistical purposes. 

Exhibit IIC-1 gives an overview of the ERUMS-sample 
selection and match' ..-ng operations that will be discussed in this 
section. The subsection 
to the operation 

numbers used ,in this section correspond 
r .ur.3ers on the chart (l.O'to 10.0). 

10 operations are re:a* 
Most of,the 

,ively simple and therefore easy to- 
describe; however operazion 3.0, covering Phase I sample 

,selection operations a: SSA, was complex and required a separate 
chart (Exhibit IIC-2) for ‘clarification. 

An important consideration' in developing the procedures was 
the large size of the'administrative record files from 'which the 
samples were selected and relevant data for the sample,cases 
extracted. ThiS dictated a strategy of minimizing the number of 
runs of these large files and extracting only the sample units 
and data needed for the study so that working files would be of 
manageable size and could be processed.on a microcomputer 

-accessible only to BLS personnel cleared to \work on the ERUMS 
project. In operation 3.0,‘for example, single runs of SSAfs 
Single and Multi Unit Code Files were made to extract all of the 
data needed for the Phase I sample selection at one time.' 

Certain of the procedures used were nocessary‘to comply with 
policies of the participating agencies concerning access to 
identifiable'-records from'their systems. In particular, it 'can 
be seen in Exhibit IIC-1 that in operation 2.0, BLS transmitted 
only the stems (digits,l-6,9)'of the sample EINs'rather than the 
full g-digit EINs to SSA. This was done because it was not 
considered appropriate to ,identify specific UI filers in an 
administrative record system,operational environment. Later, 
when only SSA personnel cleared to participate in ERUMS had 
access to the working files for the study, full g-digit EINs were, 
included. 

\ * 
Once the study specifications had been agreed' on and the 

interagency agreements approved, the project operations depicted 
in Exhibit.IIC-1 occupied a period of about three years. The 
initial sample selection operations at BLS and SSA (steps 1.0 to 
3.0) were completed during a relatively short period in mid-1986. 
The elimination of nonsample EINs and the' electronic merge of SSA 



and BLS data for the Phase I sample (steps 4.0 and 5.0) were 
completed at BLS in January 1987. The selection of the Phase 'II 
sample (step 6.0) was completed at BLS in October 1987. For the 
most part, the acquisition of additional BLS, SSA and IRS data 
for the Phase II sample cases (steps 7.0 to 9.0) was completed by 
April 1988. Final review and analysis continued until the end of ,' 
1989. 

1 
1. Selection of BLS Phase I-sample 

The first step, once the overall design for the study had 
been agreed on by the Workgroup, was to select the Phase I sample 
from the BLS UI Address File for the State of Texas for the first _ 
quarter of 1982. This file, which had been transmitted from the 
State to BLS in October t1982, contained records for all-covered 
Texas employers who had filed their ES-202 statistical reports 
for the first quarter of 1982, plus records for some employers 
who had not filed but for whom employment had been imputed based 
on reports for prior quarters. The file included a few employers 
who had filed reports but reported zero employment for the first I ' 
quarter. of 1982. 

The sample selection, as reported in the previous section, 
was based on the EIN as the sampling unit. Therefore, the 1.3 
percent of records with no EINs reported were excluded from the 
sample selection. 

All records having any one of six randomly selected pairs of 
7th -and 8th digits in their EINs were included in the sample. 

\ (To minimize disclosure risks, 
identified in this report.) 

the specific pairs are not 
If an EIN had only one reporting I 

unit (RU) associated with it, 
unit EIN; 

it was classified as a BLS single ~ 
if it had more than one associated RU, it was 

classified as a BLS multi unit EIN. 

The Phase.1 BLS sample contained 16,336 EINs. 
take was 0.06 x 270,612 = 16,237. 

The expected 

EINs, 
For this sample of 16,336 

data items needed for ERUMS were extracted from the source 
file. 

2. Listing of EIN,stems for BLS Phase I sample _ 

The "EIN stem" 
g-digit EIN. 

is defined as digits 1 to 6 and 9 of the full 
BLScrea,ted and transmitted to SSA a file 

containing only the EIN stems of the 16,336 sample.EINs. Some 
stems appeared more than once in this file. A listing of unique. 
stems subsequently'created by,SSA contained 11,655 records. 

As explained earlier, the reason for the use of EIN stems at 
_ this stage was to avoid identification to SSA operating staff, 

not cleared to participate in the study, of employers,reporting 
to the UI system. ! 

I 
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3. SSA Phase I sample selection operations i 
Exhibit IIC-2 shows the details of operation 3.0, the steps 

carried out at SSA to extract SSA data for EINs in the BLS Phase 
l I sample and for other EINs meeting the criteria for sample ',. 

selection but not included in the BLS sample. In the exhibit, 
operations are represented by rectangles; input and output files / 

l are represented by parallelograms. ', 

More specifically, the goal of operation 3.0 was to produce 
two files and transmit them to BLS for further processing and 
Phase II sample selection. One output file consisted of full 
g-digit EINs and data for stem matches, i.e., single and multi' 
unit records from SSA's Single and Multi Unit Code Files,which: 

0 Had the same stem (EIN digits l-6,9) as at least one of 
1 the BLS Phase I sample EINs and; 

0 'Were associated with employers who had filed W-3 Wage 
Reports for 1982 (active SSA employers). 

This stem match file contained three types of records: 

0 Records for EINs corresponding to full g-digit EINs in 
the BLS Phase I sample, i:e., matched cases. 

0 Records for EINs not corresponding to full g-digit EINs 
^ in the BLS sample, but eligible for the study-by reason 
of having one of the six designated pairs in digits 7 
and 8, and having a Texas code. These records are 
referred to as sample nonmatches. 

0 All other records, i.e., nonsample nonmatches. These 
were of no further interest-for the study. 

The second output ,file contained g-digit EINs and data for 
sample nonmatches, i.e., records from the Single Unit and Multi 
Unit Code Files that did not match any of the BLS stems and: 

.O Had one of the six designated sample pairs of digits in 
positions 7 and 8 of the EIN; I 8 

0 Had a Texas code; and 

0 Were associated with employers'who filed W-2/W-3 Wage 
Reports for" 1982. I 

All of the records in this file-were designated as sample 
nonmatches. Note that sample nonmatches could occur in either of 
the two output files. However, as explained under step 4.0, the 
sample nonmatches in the stem match file were not included in the 
Phase I sample. i 
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To understand the SSA operations 
subsection, it is necessary to make a 

described in this 
distinction between 

employers and reporting units. Each record in SSA's Single Unit 
-Code File has a unique EIN, representing a single,employer. All 
employers who completed Form SS-4 and were issued EINs should be 
included once in this file, regardless of the number of reporting 
units they have. 

‘\ 

The records in the Multi Unit Code File represent reporting 
units, so that the same EIN can be associated with more than one 
record in that file. Employers with one or more records in the 
Multi Unit Code File have been identified at some stage as having 
more than one reporting unit, but they do not all currently 
participate in SSA's voluntary Establishment Reporting Plan 
program and report their~wages separately by reporting unit. 
Therefore, it is possible to have EINs with only one record in 
the Multi Unit Code File. All‘EINs appearing in the Multi Unit 
Code File should also appear in the Single Unit Code File, 
although there may be a few exceptions. 

The steps in 'operation 3.0 were as follows: 

Step 3.1 - The list of unduplicated BLS stems and the list of the 
six randomly selected sample pairs of digits were compared with ' 
each of the EINs, in the Single Unit Code File to produce two 
extract files. The stem match extract file contained records for 
all EINs having one of the BLS sample stems. The sample nonmatch 
extract file contained records for all EINs with nonmatching 
stems that had a Texas state code and one of the sample pairs of 
digits in positions 7 and 8. The number of records in each of 
these extract files is shown in Exhibit IIC-2. 

Step 3.2 - Essentially the same procedure was followed for the 
Multi Unit Code File. The stem match extract file contained all 
reporting unit records for every EIN having one of the BLS sample, 
stems. The sample nonmatch extract,file contained records that 
had Texas state codes and were associated with EINs that had 
nonmatching stems and one of the sample pairs of digits in 
positions 7 and 8. 
with reporting units 

Thus, for sample nonmatch EINs for employers 
in more than one State, only their Texas 

reporting units were included in the extract file. The number of . 
records in each of these files is shown in Exhibit IIC-2.\. 

Step 3.3 - The stem match extract files from the Single and Multi 
Unit Code Files were compared on the basis of EI$J. Records in 
the single unit extract file having EINs that also appeared in 
the multi unit extract file were eliminated. 

Step 3.4 - The records remaining from step 3.3 were compared with 
an edited W-3 Wage Report File for 1982, on the' basis of EIN. 
Records for with EINs having no.1982 wage reports in -this file 
were eliminated. The output of this step was a file of 182,536 
records that were potential matches to the BLS sample EINs. 
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Step 3.5 - The sample nonmatch extract files from the Single and 
Multi Unit Code Files were compared on'the basis of EIN. Records 
in the single unit extract file having EINs that also appeared on 
one or more records in the multi unit extract file were 
eliminated. The number of records eliminated at this point was 
quite small, probably because many of the EINs appearing in the 
multi unit extract file had records in'the Single Unit Code File , 
with non-Texas state codes, hence these EINs had not been 
included in the sample nonmatch file that was extracted f-rom the, 
Single Unit Code File in step 3.1. 

Step 3.6 - The records remaining from step 3:5 were compared with 
the edited W-3 Wage Report File"for 1982, on the basis of EIN. 
Records associated with EINs having no 1982 wage reports in this 
file were eliminated. 

_ 
The output file of sample nonmatches 

contained a total of 3,658 records. . 
Following completion of these steps, the final output files 

of stem (potential) matches and sample nonmatches were 
transmitted to BLS.' In addition to full 9-digit.EINs, these 
files included SSA geographic codes (State and county) and the 
first two digits of the SIC codes., 

4. Elimination of non-sample EINs from SSA output.files ,, , 

All EI,Ns in SSA's sampie nonmatch output file were included 
in the final Phase I sample. However, as explained in subsection 
3, .sDmk of the EINs in the szea mat,ch file did not meet the 
criteria for,inclusion in the Phase I sample; BLS matched the 
full g-digit EINs from its initial sample'against the g-digit 
EINs in the stem match file and retained in the Phase 1,sample 
only those EINs that matched. AZ that time, no one recognized 
that the stem match file couid also inciude sample nonmatch 
cases. As a result, nonmatc.k, cases'that had stems appearing in 
BLS's initial sampledwere not included in the ERUMS Phase I and 
Phase II sample,s. When this oversight came to light, it was 
found that an additional 2,608 SSA nonmatch cases, of.which 2,576 
were single unit'and 32 were multi unit, should have been 

. included'in!the Phase I sample. 
below, 

As explain'ed in subsection C,ll, 
the weights for the affected strata were revised to ( 

compensate'for their being undersampled. 

5. Merge of BLS and SSA data for Phase I sample.EINs 

The output file from operation 4.0 was merged with the data 
file for the BLS Phase I sample from operation 1.0. Data 
elements for each EIN appearing in both files were combined on a 
single record for that EIN. The EINs in the merged file, whether 
or not appearing'in both the BLS and SSA samples, constituted the, 
final Phase I sample. 
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6. Phase II sample selection 

The Phase I sample EINs were divided into 11 strata, as 
shown in Table IIC-1. 

---------------------------------------------------------------- 
Table IIC-1 - PHASE I SAMPLE COUNTS BY STRATUM 1 

Stratum BLS SSA 
status status 

1 single 

2 single 

3 single 
4 NWR 
5 multi 
6 multi 
7 single 
8 multi 
9 NWR 

10 
11 

,l multi 
multi 

‘ TOTAL 

single ' 

single 

Other 
classifiers 

Match on county 
and 2-digit SIC 
Different county 
or a-digit SIC, 

<20 RUs in BLS 
20+ RUs in BLS 

<20 RUs in BLS 
20+ RUs in BLS 

No. of EINs 

8,689 

I 4,392 
2,698 
3,559 

88 
6 

356 
41 
69 
60 ", 

6 

19,964 
-----------------------;,,,,,-,,,,,,,,,,------------------------ 

The definitions used in classifying EINs by strata were as s 
stands for "no wage report"): - follows (NWR 

,BLS status 

Single One reporting unit with EIN in Texas UI file for 
1982 

Multi 

NWR 

SSA status 

Single 

Multi , 

NWR 

2+ reporting units with EINs' in Texas UI file for 
1982 

No reporting unit with EIN in Texas UI file for 
1982 

W-3 Wage Report for 1982, not included in SSA 
Multi Unit Code File 

W-3 Wage Report for 1982, included in SSA Multi 
Unit Code File 

No W-3 Wage Report for 1982. 
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The sample counts shown in Table IIC-,1 were reviewed by the 
ERUMS work group, 
as follows: 

~which decided to allocate the Phase II sample 
'take all EINs in.strata 6,8 and 11; select 50 EINs 

from each of strata 1 to 4; select 34 EINs from stratum 5 (giving 
a total of 40 from strata 5 and 6 combined); select 40 EINs from 
stratum 7; and select 34 EINs from stratum 10 (giving a total of 
40 from strata 10 and 11 combined). The specified number of EINs 
was then selected from each stratum systematically, using a 
random starting point and the sampling interval needed to achieve 
the desired sample ,size. The sampling intervals-used and the 
sample sizes by stratum are shown in Table IIC-2. 

-------‘-“---“--“‘-“““““‘---““-----~- 

Table IIC-2 - PHASE II SAMPLING‘INTERVALS AND SAMPLE SIZES 

Stratum Sampling interval EINs selected 

1.. 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 _ 
7 
8 

%9 
10 
11 .',* 

173.78 
87.84 
53.96 
71.18 

2.59 
'1.00 
8.90 
1.00 
1.73 
1.76 
1.00 

,50 
50 
50 
50 
34 

6 
40 
41, 
40 
34 -, 
.6 

TOTAL , 401 ---------------------""'-""-"""---------------------------------------~-- 

7. Listing of EINs for Phase II sample / 

For the relatively small Phase II sample, it was now 
possible to assemble information from several sources for use in 
the final' analysis, which had several goals: to assign each 
sample EIN to a definitive final match status; to compare the 
characteristics, such as industry classification and geographic, 
location, for matched units; to explain, toNthe,extent possible 

'why no,matches were found for some EINs; and, for EINs with mor& 
than one reporting unit in either or both systems, 
relationships between individual reporting units. 

to examine the 

such information, 
To acquire 

BLS prepared lists of the 401 Phase II- sample, 
EINs and 'transmitted them to SSA and IRS for extraction of 
additional data for the sample employers. 

8. Acquisition of additional SSA records for,Phase II.,sample 

The principal SSA sources of'information about the sample 
EINs were the Single Unit Code File (SUCF), the Multi-Unit Code 
File'(MUCF) and asunedited file based on 1982 W-3 wage reports. 
From each of these files, listings were prepared of information 
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for each of the 401 sample EINs that appeared in-that file. All 
but 2 of the sample EINs appeared in at least one of the three 
files. 

From the SUCF, two listings were prepared: a listing of 
employer names and addresses', in EIN order, and a listing 
containing geographic and industry codes, plus some codes no't 
used in the ERUMS analysis, also in EIN order. 

J 

,+ 

From the MUCF, a listing of reporting units was prepared for 
each of the 125 Phase II sample EINs that appeared on that file. 
For each reporting unit, the listing included an establishment 
number, geographic and industry codes, size codes, and date and 
source codes. The MUCF is a 'permanent file,,so the existence of 
a reporting unit in that file did not necessarily mean that wages 

. had been reported for that unit in 1982. 

The unedited file based on 1982 W-3 wage reports included 
information for some employers not present in the edited W-3 file _ 
used for the electronic match prior to selection of the Phase I 
sample for ERUMS. In particular, information was available for 
delinquent reporters, employers whose workers were not subject to 
Social Security taxes and household employers. Data for I 
employers whose wage reports were being reconciled with their 
Forms 941 were obtained from yet another source. 

The listing prepared from the unedited W-3 file had one or 
more,lines for each of the 399 sainple EINS that was found in SSA 
record,s. If no 1982 wage reports had been received, this was 
stated on a single line. For each EIN with 1982 wage reports, 
the listing included one or more lines, each showing 
establishment number, wages reported'and number of employees. , 
For some,EINs with two or more lines, there were no establishment 
numbers, and for some there were establishment numbers which did 
not fully correspond with the establishment numbers shown for 

. that EIN in the listing from the MUCF. 

9. Acquisition of IRS records for Phase II sample 

The goal of the IRS record acquisition process was to 
obtain, for each of the 401 Phase II sample EINs, data from 
Employer's Quarterly Tax Returns (Form '941), Farm Employer's 
Annual Tax Returns (Form 943) and Federal Unemployment Tax 
Returns (Form 940) for 1982 (see Section A of this chapter for a 
description of the purposes and filing requirements for these.IRS 
forms). It was expected that the IRS records would be useful in 
the analysis of nonmatched BLS and SSA sample cases and also in 
exploring the relative coverage of employers and reporting units 
in all three systems. 

As explained in Section A of this chapter, Forms 941 and 943 
data for the Phase II sample cases were obtained from a, file 
containing extracts of Form 941, 941E and 943 data for tax years 
1981 to 1983 that had been edited by the Bureau of the Census and 

. 
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returned in edited form to the Statistics of Income Division of 
IRS. Data were obtained from'the edited extract file for 385 of 
the 401 Phase II sample cases. The listings for these 385 cases 
included geographic and industry codes, quarterly information on 
payroll, and annual information on first-quarter employment for 
each of the three years for which the employer had 'filed returns. 
For some EINs, the industry codes based on information reported 
to IRS had been replaced by Census Bureau codes. 

Computer-generated listings containing the desired 
information from the'Forms 940 were not available, as the main 
information of interestjfor'the ERUMS lprojecst, the allocation of 
taxable wages by State, had not been keyed from the forms. 1 
Therefore, hard copies of the forms were requested from the 10 
IRS service centers. It turned out that the retention period for 
the 1982 Forms 940 ended in January 1988, consequently, most of 
the returns received were for tax year 1983. A total of 227 
.Forms 940 were received, 16 for 1982 and 211 for 1983. The 
service centers also provided a total of 306 Forms 941 for the 
401 sample EINs. Qf these, 26 were for 1982 and 280 for 1983. 

10. Final review and analysis , 

Phase 
The results of the final review and analysis of the 401 

II sample cases are presented in Section A of Chapter 3. 
The general approach and methods used will be'described briefly 
here. 
records 

This step required working with individually identifiable 
from the three agencies., Consequently, the work was 

performed by members of the ERUMS Workgroup who had been cleared 
for access to such data under the relevant initial and 
supplementary interagency agreements. 
the Microdata Access Group, 

This subgroup, known as 
consisted of the BLS and SSA members 

of the ERUMS Workgroup; 'plus one each from the Bureau of Economic 
Analysis and the Committee on National Statistics. 

i 
A major element of the final review was the determination of 

final match status codes with respect,to status of each EIN in 
the BLS and SSA systems. 
classifications: 

There were eight possible 

Group no. 
BLS 

1' Single 
2 Single 
3 

I 
Inactive 

,4 Multi 
5 ' Single 
6 Multi, 
7 Inactive 
8 Multi 

I 

Status in: 

SSA 

Single 
Inactive 
Single 

\ Single 
Multi I 
Inactive 
Multi 
Multi, 



EINs that were inactive in both systems had no chance of entering' 
the ERUMS sample. 

The classifications for BLS EINs were straightforward. An 
EIN was considered active if it appeared in the 1982 UI Address a 
File for Texas. If an active EIN had only one reporting.unit, it 
was classified as single unit; if it had two or more reporting 
units with EINs in Texas, it was classified as multi unit. These : 
classifications did not change at any time during the sample 
selection and analysis phases. 

There were numerous cases, however, in which the 
classifications initially assigned on%the SSA side were changed 
as a result of the final review. The definition of active for. 
SSA was that the employer filed a W-2/W-3 wage report for 1982. 
The edited SSA file originally used to make this determination 
was. incomplete: certain types of filers, such as-those whose 
reports were delinquent or were still in the process of 
reconciliation with Forms 941 submitted to IRS, were not 
included. Working with a more nearly complete file in the final 
review, 44 of 91 EINs originally classified as SSA inactive were 
reclassified to active. 

In the initial single unit/multi unit classification for 
active'-SSA EINs, a broad definition of multi unit was adopted: 

/ any EIN that appeared in the SSA Multi,Unit Code File was 
classified as multi unit. 
however, 

'In the course of the analysis, 
it became evident that this definition was far from 

comparable with the definition used for multi unit on the BLS' 
side. Consequently, the SSA multi unit category was redefined to 
include only those' EINs for which it could be clearly established 
that-two or more reporting units in Texas had been identified in 

' the W-2/W-3 wage reports for 1982. Use of this much narrower 
definition reduced the number of SSA multi unit EINs in the Phase 
II sample drastically, from 120 to 10: All of the other 110 EINs 
were reclassified as single units. 

This decision did not mean that none of the 111 EINs 
reclassified as single units had more than one reporting unit, as' 
defined for SSA's Establishment Reporting Unit Plan (ERP). As 
discussed further in Chapter 111,A and shown in Table IIIA-7, 
some of these employers, although eligible, were not currently 
participating in the ERP: Some appeared to have filed as multi 
unit employers for 1982, but because their W-3s did not include 
establishment numbers appearing in the Multi Unit Code File, the' 
location of their reporting units could not be determined. Some 
reported under the ERP but simply did not report for two or more 
units in Texas. 

A second part of the review and analysis was the comparison 
of industry (SIC) classification and geographic location (State . 
and county) for EINs classified as active single units in both 
systems. BLS and SSA use slightly different adaptations of the 
OMB's Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) system, so failure 
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to match at the 4-digit SIC level does not always mean that the 
two agencies have placed a unit in substantively different 
categories. Comparisons of geographiclocation had to deal with 
the fact that SSA county codes were not available for'about 6.5 
percent (weighted) of the matched single unit EINs. 

Aethird important aspect of the review was to look at then 
cases classified as inactive inlone of the two systems to try to 
determine the reasons for non-coverage. For the BLS inactive 
EINs, SSA industry codes and employment data were reviewed to 
identify employers who might be exempt from the UI filing 
requirements. UI Address Files for later years were examined to 
see if the employer had reported'to the system after the first 
quarter of 1982, ,and the listing of Form 941 data by quarter was 
examined to identify employers who may have entered the system in 
1982 after the first quarter. 

*For the SSA inactive EINsj BLS examined the employers', 
records from the 1982 and.1983 UI Address Files 'and found 
possible explanations ~for some of the nonmatches, including EINs 
that appeared in the 1982 'file,but had zero employment reported 
for each of the three months covered and cases where the same 
employer reported under a different EIN in the 1983 file. 
the.case of the BLS inactive EINs, 

Asin 
data on the Form 941 listings 

for 1981 to 1983 could be examined to see during which years of 
this period they reported employment 'to IRS. 

For EINs classified as multi unit in both systems, it had 
been planned to compare industry and geographic-location for the 
individual reporting units, 
units. 

as was done for the matching single 

reasons. 
This turned out,to be impractical for a variety of j 

There were only 9 EINs classified as multi unit in both 
systems, and even for these it turned out in most cases 
difficult to establish correspondence between individual 

to be 

reporting units in the BLS and SSA records. I 
Finally, the BLS Andy SSA industry codessfor the matched 

single unit EINs were compared with the industry codes for these 
units in, the IRS/Census file. The IRS,data are all provided at 
the.employer level (except for the allocation of wages by State 
on Form 940), so comparisons of industry and geographic 

'classification were meaningful only for single unit employ&. 
For reasons explained earlier, comparisons of industry codes were 
limited to the SIC 2-digit level. Some results of these 
comparisons are presented in Table IIIA-8 and discussed in ' \ 
Chapter III, Section A,3. 

11. Reweighting to account for missed SSA nonmatch cases ' 

As explained earlier, 
completed it was 

after most of the analyses had been 
discovered that SSA nonmatch cases included in 

the stem match file produced by SSA had not been extracted from 
'that file for inclusion in the Phase I sample. Adding cases'to ~ 

* the Phase I and II samples at that point would have further 
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delayed completion of the study, so we decided to reweight the 
Phase II sample cases in the affected strata and rerun the 
results tables that would be affected by the changes in the 

,-weights. This procedure was potentially biased, since it meant 
that a certain subset of.SSA nonmatch cases had no chance of 
selection. However, we could think of no reason why'the subset 
of SSA nonmatch cases that matched the 7-digit EIN stem'of a case 
in the BLS initial sample should differ in any significant way 
from the SSA nonmatch cases that were included in the Phase I and I 
II samples. 

. 
The strata affected were those for which there were no . 

reporting units in the Texas UI file for 1982, namely strata 4 
and 9 (see Tables IIC-1 and 2). The new weights were calculated 
as follows: 

Stratum 4 w = 71.18 + 2,576/50 = 122,70 
Stratum 9 w = 1.73 + 32/40 = 2.53 

. 
For each stratum, the first term is the old weight and the second 
term is the number of additional sample cases divided by the 
number of cases (which was not changed) in the Phase II sample. 

All tables in this report that were affected by these 
changes have been rerun, using the new weights. 
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Exhibit IlC-l 7 ERUMS PROJECT OVERVIEW 
/BLS OPERATIONS SSA OPERATIONS IRS OPERATION: 

I *:, 1.0’ ’ _ 
Select Phase I 
Sample of ElNs 

210 1 3.0 

List EIN stem& 
I* Select stem 

matches and 
I sample non- 

m,atches 
4.0 I 

I I I 
Eliminate non- _I’ 
sample ElNs :j . 1 

~1; . - 

I 

I I’ 

I ’ 

,I 

I 
’ 

I 

I 

5.0 , / v 
Merge BLS SSA 

* data for phase I 
sample 

6.0 t 
- Select t?hase II 

sample ElNs 

I I 

List ElNs for I I 
Phase II sample ’ i 

L I 

I’ co , 1 9.0 

Pull additional 
10.0 I data for Phase II I 

Pull 940, 941, 
943 data for . 

Find review 1 ’ 
sample 1 

I 
I Phase II sample 

-c 
and analysis 5 I I I 

. ’ 

I 
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Exhibit K-2 - SSA PHASE I OPERATIONS 

single unit 
code file 

1 
3.1 Extract 3.2 Extract ’ 

single unit multi‘ unit 
records records 

I , 
I 1 1 

Stem 
matches nonmatches 

627,496 recs 26,784 recs. 

-c ’ 0 0 D 

I 

3 -3 Unduplicatb 
single and 
,multi units 

3.5 Undyplicate 
single and 
multi units 

I 
t 1 

3.4 Eliminate 1982 Eliminate 
non-active non-active 

ElNs W-3 file ElNs : 
I 

1 1 
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To meet the challenge of-confidentiality laws, it was 
necessary to devise procedures and to develop interagency 
agreements for daze excnange that would satisfy both state and 
federal requiremenzs. 
phases after the da:a 

Throughout the project, even in the final 
1inkage‘had been completed, those 

arrangements had to,be r eexamined and in some instances 
renegotiated to comply with complex leaal restrictions before the 
analysis plan could-be carried but. 4 , 

Data Sharinc: the Zssues. 

I i 

. I. 

D. Administrative arrangements 

1. ,Confidentiality protection and interagency arrangements 

Confidentialitv Protecti,on: the Challenqe. 

From the beginning, the ERUMS project was faced with obstacles 
imposed by confidentiality statutes and rules'. Those legal. 
restrictions were enacted to protect records about private 
organizations that the government collects and maintains, but * 1 
they often fail to address the realities of interagency I coordination required to perform the government's necessary 
statistical operations. 

Interagency exchange of identifiable microdata 
of ERUMS. ~Such data sharing is greatly restricted 

was the essence 

confidentiality laws, by Federal 
which generally permit agencies to disclose 

statistical information only in summary or other unidentifiable. 
form. Since the ERUYS study was designed to link and compare 
information about individual employers collected separately by 
the different agencies, the Workgroup had to develop and carry 

' out lawful methods of transferring data about identifiable ' business units among the participants. A related task was to 
minimize the disclosure of identifiers in making those transfers ' and linkages. 

\ In studying individual employers, the Workgroup was . 
particularly interested in differences in the way a given 
employer may report establishment or multi-unit enterprise data 
to various State and Federal agencies, with resulting 
discrepancies amon the agencies in State and county levels of 
wage and employment deta<il for that employer. 
evaluate these differences, 

To examine and 

employers' 
the,,Workgroup needed to compare 

reports to 'the BLS through State UI programs, the SSA 
in FICA reporting, and the IRS on employment tax returns. 
Members of the Workgroup included employees of those three 1 agencies, plus employees of the Bureau'of Economic Analysis, OMB, 1 the Bureau of the Census, 
National Statistics, 

and a contractor'to ,the' Committee on 
National Academy of Sciences. 

In the ERUMS study, the Employer Identification Number (EIN) 
was the identifier that was common to all the reporting systems. 

4 
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It was used to define the sample drawn by BLS. In addition it 
provided the basis/for retrieving, linking and comparing records 
containing information from the SSA and IRS files. By law the 
EIN is a tax identification number. Even when standing alone, the 
EIN is protected by Internal Revenue Code,confidentiality II 
restrictions if its source was a tax record. 

The Workgroup planned to analyze the similarities and 1 
differences in the information that corresponded to each EIN as 
it was reported to each of the agencies. ,The analysis and 
findings would be entirely statistical, with no reference to 
individual identifiable .cases. Nevertheless each step in 
defining, selecting, matching, verifying, editing and developing 
analysis plans required access by some persons to identifiable 
data from protected sources. 

Confidentiality Considerations. 

State and Federal confidentiality restrictions were an 
impediment to the interagency exchange of microdata that was an 
essential element in the purpose and methodology of the project. 
Much of the detailed work of matching and reconciling BLS, SSA 
and IRS employer reports had to be performed manually, and itwas 
anticipated that most of the group's members would need at least 
limited access to microdata at some time during the project. 

Since the Workgroup was composed of employees from various 
agencies and organizations, 
them uniformly. 

confidentiality laws did not apply to 
In varying degrees, certain laws, regulations and 

policies affected each agency's access to identifiable records 
from particular sources and provided differential access to 
various individuals in the Workgroup. A recurring theme was the 
necessity at each stage in the process to identify the-particular 
persons who needed to use identifiable data and to ensure that 
others did,not have access at that time. 

Confidentiality of Federal Tax Records. 

The study called for access to data from W-3 records which by 
. law are Federal tax records.that are processed and maintained at 

SSA in connection with the computation of Social Security I . 
retirement benefits. In addition, the EINs, which had a central 
function in the matching process, are Federal tax identification 
numbers, thus requiring compliance with the conf-identiality 
restrictions in the 1976 Tax Reform Act amendments to the 
Internal Revenue Code (26 U.S.C. 6103). The status of these 
records as tax records made it necessary to satisfy IRS that the- 
selection by SSA of sample cases, SSA's disclosure of W-3 data to I 
BLS, and the use of employer data by other members of the 
Workgroup met the requirements of the Internal Revenue Code. 

. 



Confidentiality of State UI Records. 

BLS selected Texas as the State whose records it would sample 
and it obtained ,written permission from the State Employment5 
Security Agency to use Texas UI records in the project.' The 
Texas Unemployment Compensation Act (section 11(g)) requires 
Texas employers to maintain records and file reports to the Texas 
Employment Commission with detailed information about the 
business operations and the number and amount of compensation of 
employees. The law prohibits disclosure except for administering 
the Act, and it makes improper disclosure of that,information ' - 
punishable with fines or imprisonment. I 

As explained in Section II,A,l,, the State agency periodically 
submits to BLS a UI address file that compiles identification 
data for all reporting units to the most detailed level that is ' 
available from employers reporting to it. BLS collects these 
reports under a pledge of confidentiality that allows the data to 
be used only by authorized persons for statistical purposes or 
for other purposes made known in advance to the respondent. 
Further, since,the EINs that defined the employer sample are tax 
information, the state records and identifying EINs require 
special treatment to comEjly with the Internal Revenue Code 
requirements. 

At‘ the outset, the Workgroup had established "need to know" as, 
'-the basic rule to control access to identifiable state microdata. 

In addition, SSA ,employees,who needed identifiable UI microdata 
would be required to'sign a non-disclosure affidavit before BLS 
would provide them with access to state UI data. They also would 
acquire special status for access to tax data that IRS made 
available to BLS. 

Technical Safecuards. 
/ Besides affidavits and other written procedures to protect the 
confidentiality of records, certain technical methods 'of 
minimizing disclosure risk were adopted. The first of these 
methods was to avoid identifying actual sample cases by EIN to - 
persons who performed program or operational services for the 

, 

participating agencies but were not directly associated'with the 
Workgroup. This method was-adopted tomconform to the Internal 
Revenue Code requirements for tax information under the agreement _ 
BLS had with the State. At BLS this led to a decision not to 
select the sample or compile data on the mainframe computer 
system that is operated by a private orginization under contract 
to the Department of Labor. * Instead BLS stored and used the'data 
on a mini-computer,accessible only to regular BLS employees who 
were in the Workgroup. 

Once BLS selected the Texas sample, it had to create a finder 
list so that SSA could extract corresponding records from its W-3 
and related files for employers in the sample.‘, To avoid‘ 
identifying actual cases in the sample, BLS furnished SSA with a 

- 59 - 



listing of digits 1 to 6 and 9 of all sample EINs. (As an 
-extension of this safeguard, the specific pairs of 7thmand 8th 
digits used for sampling have not been reported outside the 
Workgroup.) SSA operational staff then extracted records from 
the W-3 and related files for all records in which those 7 digits 
appeared, with no way of knowing which particular employers were 
actually in the BLS sample,. This procedure effectively masked 
the identities of sample cases derived from state UI files, and . 
significantly limited the number of SSA employees who were 
required to sign BLS non-disclosure affidavits. 1 

Aqreements for Interaqency Data Sharinq. : 

To accomplish the necessary interagency data transfers, the 
Workgroup originally planned a tripartite arrangement through . 
interagency agreements of SSA and BLS with IRS. However, IRS 
counsel raised objections that quickly made it evident that a 
multi-party agreement would be unduly cumbersome, and approval' 
would probably not be forthcoming. As an alternative, IRS 
proposed to contract exclusively with BLS for the performance by 
BLS,of services that required access to tax data. SSA staff 
would be designated as special agents of BLS to process the data. 
Work wasthen begun to draft bilateral BLS/IRS and BLS/SSA 
agreements. 

The drafting of these agreements proved to be a more,delicate 
task than had been anticipated. By law, the purposes of IRS . 
participation in the project and its service contract with BLS - 
had to be related to IRS administration of the tax laws. Section 
6103 of the Internal Revenue Code is the provision that allows 
IRS to use contractors, but only to the extent necessary in 
connection with activities performed for purposes of'tax ' 
administration. One of those purposes is the conduct of . 
statistical studies based on return information, which . I 
Section 6108 of the Internal Revenue Code authorizes IRS to _ / 
perform. 

The first revision, ,proposed by IRS, to the statement of I 
purpose for ERUMS, drafted to meet the advice of IRS counsel as 
to,the requirements of the law, did not satisfy Workgroup 
participants from other agencies. They felt that the#IRS redraft 
did not fairly describe the purposes of the ERUMS project or 
SSA's role in it, and consequently they asked for further 
revision. In the following draft, care was taken to define 
contractual purposes in language that covered the statistical' 
purposes of the several participating agencies, and that provided 
for the exchange of records to create a common pool of data for a 
variety of analytical purposes, including those related to tax 
administration. 

At the same time SSA drafted a companion document, a 
Conditions of Use -Agreement, that was acceptable to IRS and would _ 
enable BLS to use SSA files for the ERUMS project. Under this _ 
agreement, SSA would furnish BLS with SSA's,Single Unit Code ' 
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File, Multi Unit Code File and Employer Report (W-3) Record. The 
/ agreement authorized BLS to link data from these statistical 

files with data in the BLS Unemployment Insurance Address File 
and with certain data to be furnished by IRS, and prohibited any 
other linkage. 

Finally the terms of a contract between IRS and BLS were 
agreed upon. 
containing tax 

The contract enabled ,BLS to receiv,e tapes 
information extracted by SSA from W-3 and Employer 

Identification records and recordsextracted from the IRS 
Business Master File, and to combine them with records in the UI 
'Address File maintained by BLS.' It imposed strict safeguard 
procedures and required BLS to provide IRS with a list of all 
persons permitted to see confidential tax return data. This list 
included SSA employees who were required to sign affidavits as 
agents of BLS. As soon as the contract and the,Conditions ;of Use 
Agreement were signed by officials of,the participating agencies, 
the way was cleared for =he data transfers to begin. 
the ,two agreements are shown in Appendix-B.) 

(Copies of 

, 
In retrospect, thebsigning\of interagency agreements between 

BLS and IRS and bezweer. 
breaking,a log-jam z.C.a: 

BLS and SSA had the appearance of 
had threatened to block the study. It 

would be a mistake, however, to regard those' documents as magic 
incantations that moved the project. 

, process of negotia+: 
Rather, they documented a 

&,on by which the study plan was adapted-to the 
requirements of the various confidentiality laws that impinged on 
it, 'and,by which a combination of technical and procedural 
safeguards were fitted to those requirements. 

The Microdata Access Group (MAG). 

In the planning and matching stages of the project, the 
persons who,needed to have access to microdata were those members 
of the Workgroup who were-performing the manual and electronic 
matching and verification. At Workgroup meetings,'members 
generally reviewed data in the form of frequencies and other 
summaries to track the progress of the matching operations and to 
plan future steps. Occasionally discrepancies appeared, or 
questions arose concerning classification of a particular 
employer or possible mis-match+of data. Those matters were 
usually referred to particular members to resolve, with access to 
micro,data as needed on an ad hoc basis. 

I * 
;When the matching steps were completed and time came to plan 

the analysis, new arrangements were needed,to enable a different 
group of persons to examine identifiable microdata. The 
Microdata Access Group was formed for this purpose. At this 
point, IRS agreed that its contractor, BLS,~would be permitted !to 
make Workgroup members 'its agents as needed for the analysis 
stage. This enabled employees of BEA and the contractor to the 
Committee on National Statistics to become sworn agents who would 
be permitted'to examine and analyze microdata when necessary. 
This group or subgroups of it met periodically to plan'and 



By the end of March 1985 this expanded group had met eight 
more times, resulting in the following accomplishments: 
1) development of electronic matching criteria, 2) selection of a 
state for the study, 3) obtaining universe counts UI of records 
for the state, 4) development of the sample design, and 
5) preparation of the first drafts of the interagency agreements 
covering the conditions of the data exchanges and work to be 
done. 

perform the analysis and to prepare findings. The Microdata _ 
Access Group then reported its activities and findings back to 
the full Workgroup; r 
2. Working arrangements and schedule of operations, 

Starting with eight individuals representing five agencies 
(BLS, SSA, IRS, BEA and OMB), the first meeting of the ERUMS 
Workgroup, which was held in February 1983, was devoted to- 
setting out the ground rules for how the group would conduct its 
business. There was agreement on a format of rotating future 
meeting sites among the agencies, which was followed throughout 
the course of the project. These regular Workgroup meetings were 
to be a forum for discussion of issues in pursuit of fulfilling 
the charge of the Federal Committee on Statistical Methodology 
(F-M) t with assignments- being made to-the appropriate 
representatives to be worked on between meetings and reported on 
for discussion at a'subsequent meeting. At this first meeting 
there was also a discussion of the group's organizational ' 
affiliation, objectives, data access, and data processing issues. 

\ 
Meeting eight times over the 12 month period which ended March 

1984, the Workgroup focussed its efforts on: '1) developing a 
formal statement regarding the purpose of the Workgroup, 
2) outlining plans for conducting the study, 3) preparing a 
project description, 3) documenting potential data files, and 
4) defining specific tasks that needed to be done. During this 
period some personnel changes took place among the BLS and IRS 
representatives. In addition, a representative from the 
Committee on National Statistics and an observer from the Bureau 
of the Census joined the Workgroup. 

The first five of the eight meetings that were held between 
April 1985 and March 1986 were devoted almost exclusively to 
resolving serious concerns that had surfaced regarding the 
interagency agreements and how these concerns could be dealt with 
to the satisfaction of the parties to those agreements. A number i of redrafts of these agreements were p.repared, culminating in 
September'1985 with the final versions'having the approval of all' , 
Workgroup participants. In the last.three meetings in this 
period the group concentrated on refining the specifications for 
selecting records from BLS and SSA files and the electronic 

' matching of the ,records selected. Some further changes among the 
individuals representing BLS and IRS on the Workgroup occurred 
during this time. 
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The frequency of regular Workgroup meetinqs declined somewhat 
over the next 24 months (April 1986 1 March i988), with a total 
of thirteen held, during which efforts were directed toward: ' 
1) operations surrounding the selection of the cases for the 
final sample and preparing these records for the inanual matching 
and classification operations, 2) performing the manual match, 
and 3) documenting and presenting ,the results. 
manual match,- 

In conducting the 
BLS and SSA provided additional staff of 

individuals authorized to access the'microdata records. This 
special group met several times for about a month to complete the 
manual matching operations and then presented the results to the 
Workgroup.- , 

The time between March 1988 and March 1989 was spent refining 
the results, developing alternative approaches to presenting 
them, preparing descriptive and analytical tabulations, and 
planning for the preparation of the Workgroup's final report.' 
There,were eight regular Workgroup meetings held during this , 
period along with several additional meetings of the special 
group having access to,the microdata records. 

For the six months of the project that ended in 
September 1989, the,Workgroup concentrated on completing 
outstanding assignments that were needed for the final report as 
well as the, actual drafting, 
of .the report. 

reviewing and redrafting of sections 
\ 

After the ERUMS project had been underway for 'awhile, the 
Workgroup agreed on the need for a project timetable, with target 

'completion dates for each task, in order to establish concrete - 
goals and make it easier to evaluate the current status of-the 
work and identify problem areas. The timetable, with initial'and 
revised target dates and actual completion dates, is shown as 
Exhibit IID-1. 
, As can,be seen in the exhibit, a draft Workgroup report was 

,not produced until about three and one-half years after the 
initially scheduled date. Several factors accounted for-this 
delay. Approval of the interagency agreements~took considerably 
longer than expected, and the exchanges of data and actual 
matching could not begin prior to,their approval. Once the 
agreements were approved, the selection of the Phase I BLS and 
SSA samples (Tasks 16 and 17) proceeded expeditiously; however, ' 
the subsequent steps that led to the selection of the Phase II 
subsample (Task 20) were delayed further from the initial target 
dates. 

~What is not obvious from the timetable is that review of the 
initial set of statistical tabulations (produced in Task 26) by 
Workgroup members suggested the need for several additional 
analyses in order to explain some unexpected findings. In some 
instances, these additional analyses indicated a need to change 
the definition of match status 
initial set of tabulations, 

&nd other classifiers used,in the' 
thus making it necessary to redo the 
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. , initial tabulations. As explained earlier in this chapter, some 
of the tabulations had,to be redone to compensate for the ' 
omission of a'significant number of SSA nonmatch cases from the 
Phase I and II samples. Pursuing these additional lines of 
investigation, while it caus~ed additional delays in issuing this p 
report, was very fruitful in bringing to light additional 
information relevant to the goals of the ERUMS project. We did 
not complete all of the analyses that we would like to have done, . 
but we reached the point*where we felt it would be more 
productive to concentrate our efforts on issuing this report 
cont,aining our main findings and recommendations. 
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Exhibit 1ID-l 

1. 
3 

2. 

3. 
l 

A -. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

Purpse statement 

Files documentation 

Project description 

Criteria for mtch operations 1 

Draft Interagency Agreements . 

Select state' 

Preliminary sample design 

Specifications for universe counts 

Obtainuniverse dbunts' 

Finalize sample design 

Finalize BLS/SSA Agreement 

Finalize BLS/IRS Agreement 

Ohzain agency approvals on agreements 

14. Specifications for sample selection 

15. Specifications for electronic match 

16. Select sample cases frm BLS files 
I 

17. Select sample cases fran SSA files' 

18. Electronic match and anmts 

19. Determine subsampling criteria 

Ckrpletion Dates 
estimated date revised date achml date 

t I 06/83 

03/84 

04/84 

04/84 
3.. 

04/84 

05/84 

05/84 

" I 06/84 

11/84 

01/85 

05/85 

OS/S: L/ OS/85 

lo/85 &/ 
03/86 z/ 
04/86 4J 04/86 

11/85,2J 
03/86 sL/ 03/86 

11/85 2J 
03/86 y 03/86 

9 01/86 2/' 
04/(86 z/ / 06/86 

W86 2/ 
. OS/86 3J 07/86 

04/86 2/ 
06/86 y 01/07 I 

04/86 2/' 
06/86 3/ 
09/87 s/ . 09/87 

l ------------------------L----_---------------------L-----------L----- 

A/ established 01/85 
2/ revised 09/85 

+ 2/ revised 02/86 
4J revised 03/86 ' 
z/ revised 09/87 , 1 / 

2, revised lo/87 / 



txn1o1t i.lU-I 

Cmnpletion Dates 
Task estimated date 

- 20, Select subsample 

21. Listings of final sample cases for 
manual matching operations 

22. Specifications for m.nua,l matching and 
classification operations 

23. Obtain IRS data for final sample 

\ 
24. 

25. 

Manual matchinq and classification 

Analyse and document results of manual 
matching operations 

26. Initial set of statistical tabulations 

27. Additional investiqation, analysis and 
revised/additional tabulations 

28. Draft Workgroup Repoti (preliminary) 

29. Re-draft Workgroup report (final?) 

OS/85 

lo/85 
i' 

lo/85 

12/85 
! 

12/86 2/ 

a.s.a.p. s/ 

02/86 &/ 

a.s.a.p. z/ 

revised date 

OS/86 2/ 
07/86 2/ 
lo/87 g/ 

05/86 2/ 
07/86 3/ 
12/87 E/ 

. 06/86 2/ 
08/86 x/ 
01/88 E/ 

08/86 / 
09/86 2/ 
12/87 g/ 

09/86 2/ 
11/86 3J 
02/88 fr/ 

12/86 2/ 
02/87 T/ 
03/88 z/ 

02/87 2/ 
04/88 6J 

02/87 z/ 
05/87 2/ 
06/87 4/ 
06/88 z/ 

acbd.c%itfz 

c 

IO/87 

. 

l2/87 

01/88 

t 04/88 

02/88 

03/88 

03/88' 

- 05/89 . 

06/89 

09/89 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
&/ established 01/85 
2/ revised 09/85 
z/ revis& 02/86 ' 
4J revised 03/86 
I/ revised 09/87 
k/ revised lo/87 
z/ established 09/85 
g/ established 04/88 I1 
g/ established 06/89 

-66- , 



. 

L 

CHAPTER III--RESULTS 

A. Substantive results 

1. Introduction 

This section of Chapter III presents and discusses the 
principal results of:the E-RUMS project. 
shown in text tables. 

Data highlights are 
More detailed tables appear in Appendix A. 

Some distributions of employers by match category have been 
influenced by differences in definitions and coding conventions 
used by the BLS, SSA pnd IRS systems. 
significant differences 

Perhaps the most \ 

categories involve 
in definitions affecting basic match 

and SSA systems. 
:.i;e definitions of active employers in the BLS 

Er??loyers were considered active in the SSA 
system if they sub-' . . ..zzed an annual W-3 wage report for 1982. 
Employers were cons;dered active in the.BLS system if they were 
present on the firs: 
inclusion on the 'U: 

q;;arter UI Address File. In general, * . 

report, 
fi:e required a first quarter payroll tax 

although 'as scDsequent discussion of individual match 
categories will 
'though.they &how 

reveal, some employers appear on the file even 
zero employment and some employers apparently 

remained in the file wizh estimated employment and payroll values 
for a few quarters a*+ 
reports. 

,Ler they ceased filing,quarterly payroll 
In general', employers operating any'time during 1982 

were supposed to file a W-3 wage report even if they were not' 
operating in the first 
appear in the UI file. 

quarter and therefore were-not likely to 
In practice, however, not all W-3.wage 

reports that were filed‘were easy to find for use in the ERUMS 
study. As noted in Chapter II, a number of employers were 
reclassified as active in the manual mati=h stage when -it was 
possible to'locate W-3 wage reports that had been filed late or 
were still being reconciled with the quarterly Form 941 reports. 

: 
For the'most part, the definitions' of reporting units for 

multi unit employers are the same for the BLS ‘and SSA systems. 
Both systems request reporting-by county-industry combination. 
But,as hasalso been noted in, the discussion of reclassifications 
in Ch'apter II, the status of records in SSA's files made it 
difficult to derive a concept.of multi unit employer that would 
'permit meaningful comparisons with BLS multi unit employers. The 
SSA definition of multi unit employer that was finally settled on 
required,that an employer had filed a 1982 W-3 wage report on 
which two or more reporting units could be clearly identified as 
Texas' units: Since the SSA establishment reporting plan has not 
been well maintained, 
small number of 

this definition turned out to yield a very 
sample SSA multi unit employers in the final 

match stage of the project. 
classified as single unit. 

All other active SSA employers were 
Undoubtedly some of these employeqs * 

actually had more than one active reporting unit in Texas, but 
did not file their 1982 W-3's in such a way that this could be 
determined. / I 
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Because the ERUMS Phase II sample was so small, it is 
important to keep in mind that sampling errors are relativel'y 
large for many of the estimates of the distribution of employers 
by match category. This is especially true for match categories 
involving-SSA multi unit employers where the reclassification i 
process left some categories empty or nearly empty. \Nonetheless, 
most of the discussion in this section is focused on the 
distributions of weighted sample totals. The next part of d 
Section A discusses distributions by broad match status. 
Subsequent parts discuss more detailed match categories divided 
between a) employers'that were active in both systems and matched 
on single/multi unit status and b) employers that were not active 
inone of the two systems and/or did not match on single/multi 
unit status. 

2. Distribution by final match status 

Table IIIA-1 shows the distribution of employers in the ERUMS 
sample by match'status with respect to activity in the BLS and 
SSA 1982 files. On a weighted basis, 67 percent of employers 
were active in both systems, 28 percent were active in only the 
SSA system, and 5 percent were active only in the BLS system. 
Because of the lack of strict comparability in the definition of 
active status in the two files, however, these percentages 
overstate the extent to which employers tend to be active in only 
one of the two payroll tax systems. For example, as noted above, 
employers that filed W-3's with SSA for 1982 did not necessarily 
operate in the first quarter of 1982 and therefore may not have 
been expected to appear in the BLS file. 

__ 
Tables IIIA-2 and IIIA-3 show the single/multi unit match _, 

status of the ERUMS employers. Table IIIA-2 shows the match 
status for all employers'classified as active in the BLS system 
and Table IIIA-3 shows the match status for all employers 
classified as active in the SSA system. These tables show 
clearly the relatively small number of multi unit employers in 
the final classification scheme (particularly in the SSA system) 
and also how imperfect the matching on multi unit status appears 
to be (although small samples and the definition -of multi unit 
that was used often make interpretation of multi unit match ' 
status problematic). 

I 
Overall, about 1 percent of all active SSA employers were 

classified as multi unit in the BLS,system, and only about 0.1 
1 

percent of\of all active BLS employers were classified as multi 
unit in the SSA system. Only about 7 percent of BLS employers 
classified as multi unit also met the final SSA multi unit 
criteria. Because the number of SSA employers ultimately . 
classified as multi unit was very small (yielding large relative 
sampling errors), Table IIIA-3 tells us little about,the extent 
to which SSA multi unit employers also report as multi unit in * 
the BLS system. / \ 
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The remainder of this section discusses the eight specific 
final match categories that are identified in Table IIIA-4. 
discussion is divided between the categories that,match on 

The - 

'single/multi unit status (groups 1 and 8).and categories that do 
not match on that-status (groups *2 to 7). For the matched groups 
the focus is ,on determining the extent to which the information 
on geography and industrial activities also matches. 

_' . 
For the 

nonmatched groups the focus:is on identifying, to the extent 
possible, the reasons for nonmatch. An examination of 

\ 
information from IRS Forms 940 and 941 was particularly helpful 
in this latter endeavor. 

3. Characteristics of matched case's .' 

Table-IIIA-4,shows that employers classified as single unit in 
Texas in both the BLS and SSA systems constituted 66.2 percent of 
all employers on a weighted basis. Table IIIA-5 provides 
breakdowns of this group by match status with respect to , 
geographic location and industrial activity. 

The weighted cou"- .,,s in Table IIIA-5 show an estimated 
82 percent match rate on county. The group 1 employers that did 
not matdh on county are divided into three categories: those 
that did not match because they had been given a "statewide" 
by SSA, those that were'coded into different counties within 

code 

Texas, 
the 

and those that were coded into'a State other than Texas'in 
SSA system. Each of these three categories accounted for 

about 6 percent of the group 1' employers. 

On a weighted basis, ,about 77 percent of the single unit 
employers that matched on county locations also matched on 
2-digit SIC industry. Nearly all bf the employers that‘failed to 
match on county because of statewide coding, 
to match on'2-digit industry. 

however, also failed 
This phenomenon reflects the fact 

that SSA often codes employers both "statewide" 
locationand "unclassified" 

in terms of 
in terms of industry when an employer 

is assigned an employer identification number without first 
filing an application form (SS-4) that requests information on 
location and industry. The remaining single unit employers that 
did not match county code occupied an intermediate position with 
respect-to the proportions matching on 2-digit industry and 
receiving "unclassified" industry codes. 

'The most telling feature o f the employers that ended up 
classified as,multi unit in both the BLS and SSA systems (group 
8) ishow few of them there are. They constitute only 0.1 
percent of all employers on a weighted basis (see Table IIIA-4). 
Of the nine sample cases in group 8, 
reporting units in Texas, 

five had more!BLS than SSA 

units, 
two had more SSA than BLS reporting 

and two had the same number of BLS and SSA units. In ali; 
the nine employers had 105 Texas reporting units in the BLS 
system and 60 Texas reporting units in the SSA system for 1982. I 
For 53,of the 60 SSA reporting units, there was a corresponding 
BLS reporting unit for the same employer in the same county, and 
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in most of these cases the SIC codes of the reporting units also 
matched'at the 2-digit level. 

Since BLS and SSA assign industry and geographic codes 
independently, some discrepancies are to be e.xpected in SIC and 
county codes for employers that match on single or multi unit 
status.' The extent of nonmatch between the BLS and SSA systems 
‘is also affected by the fact that SSA has not had adequate 
resources to follow up with employers to clarify and update 
initial information obtained concerning the geography and 
industry of reporting units. The high incidence of employers and 
reporting units that were not,assigned specific industry and 
county codes in the SSA system reflects, in part, the lack of 
resources for followap wit h employers that initially supply 
inadequate information. In addition, since SSA does not have a 
program like BLS's for updating the geographic and industry codes 
of employers on a regular cycle, more of the characteristics 

'indicated in SSA files would be expected to be obsolete than in 
BLS files. In the case of multi,unit employers in groub 8, for 1 
example, lack of a syscesatic SSA updating program probably 
contributed to the sra ::er number of identifiable Texas reporting 
units in the wage repor: s of the SSA system than in the wage 
reports of the BLS system. 

4. Characteristics of nonmatched cases 

On a weighted basis, the largest of the nonmatched categories 
was group 3, the SSk single units that had no first quarter wage 
report for 1982 in the BLS system. Because the SSA wage reports 
(W-3's) covered all of.1982 and the BLS wage reports covered only 
the first quarter of 1982, many of the group 3 cases could have 

. been employers that commenced operations some time .in the final 
three quarters of 1982, or for other reasons did not have wages 
to report for the first quarter. To determine how many sample 
cases fit this category, a check of the IRS records was made to 
see how many of them had'not reported first quarter 1982 wages on 
Form 941. As shown in Table IIIA-6, about 69 percent of group 3 
cases showed no first,quarter '1982 IRS wages (weighted estimate). 
About half of these cases either had no wagesat all reported to 
IRS for the period 1981-83, or only had wages reported on the 
annual Form 943 for agricultural employers. (As ekplained in 
Chapter II, Section A,l, agricultural workers are only partially 
covered by the-U1 system.) \ 

On a weighted basis, about 3 percent of group 3 sample 
employers had first quarter IRS wages, but had incomplete or 
ambiguous geographic information that precluded verification of 
active operations in Texas in 1982. Most of the cases in this 
category were employers on SSA's Multi Unit Code File who 
appeared to-have most of their operations outside of Texas and 
for which it was not possible to determine from the W-3 file 
whether or not they maintained operations in Texas in 1982. IRS 
Form 940 provides an alternative means of checking to see if an 
employer reports wages in a particular state., Unfortunately, not 

. 
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all Form 940s were available for ERUMS sample cases. But a check 
of available Form 940s yielded three multi state employers in 
group 3 with reported wages in Texas. In one of these three 
cases, the reason for the initial nonmatch was found to'be an 
incorrect EIN in the UI name and address file., 

An additional (weighted) 8 percent of group 3 sample employkrs 
* had first quarter t1982 IRS wages, but did not appear to meet UI 

payroll tax coverage requirements because of nonprofit status or 
) a,payroll that was too small. (See.Chapter II, Section A,1 for 

detailed information about coverage requirements of the UI 
system.) For the remaining 20 percent of group 3 sample 
employers (10 sample ,cases) with first quarter 1982 *IRS wages, 
the reasons for absence from the UI address file were not clear-. 
One,of the 10 cases was found in the UI system under a different 
EIN, suggesting an error in reporting or recording the EIN. 
About half of the cases were found in the 1983 UI Address File. *_ 
A search of the Texas State agency files might provide 
,informationabout the status of these 10 cases, but the 

additional 

interagency agreements for ERUMS (see Appendix B) do not provide 
for the disclosures that would have been necessary for that , 
purpose. . 

Apart from employers with no BLS wage,record, the'largest 
number of employers in a nonmatch category in Table IIIA-4 is in 
group 2--i.e., 'employer's that were single unit in the BLS system' 
but lacked SSA wage reports for 1982. On a weighted basis, about 
5 percent of employers fell into group 2. 

Most of the employers that lacked SSA wage records seem to 
represent businesses that ceased hiring employees, went out of 
business, or,went through other changes that altered their 
reporting to IRS and SSA. Half of the group 2 employers (11 of 
22) reported no employment in the 1982 BLS file. Most of these 
cases (9 of 11) had dropped out of the BLS system by 1983, 
additional 23 percent (5) of the group 2 cases had positive 

and an 

employment in the 1982 BLS file, but had no record in the (1983 
file. Most of the group 2 cases that had either no employment in 
the 1982 BLS file or no record in the 1983 BLS file (or both) had 
filed their last Form 941 with IRS for a quarter in.1981 (usually ' 

,the third or fourth). This pattern is consistent with a BLS 
policy of continuing to estimate employment and payroll for 
employers who appear to be late in filing until the reason for 
nonfiling can b'e determined or until a specified number of 
quarters (now set at two) has passed without a filing. 

For the remainder of group 2 (6 cases or 27 percent of the 
total), it is more difficult to explain the discrepancies between 
the BLS and IRS/SSA files. Three of 6 cases apparently filed no 
IRS tax forms (using the sample EIN's) over the period 1981-1983. 
One case filed partnership returns with IRS, but did not report 
employment or payroll. One case reported employment to IRS for ' 
1981 and 1983, but not for 1982, and one c-ase reported employment 
to IRS for 1981, but not for 1982 or 1983. The case that had IRS 

) 
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employment in 1981 and 1983 could have been carried with a 
positive employment imputation in the 1982 BLS file if it had not 
filed UI tax forms in the quarters when it didn't have payroll. 
The other cases may reflect EIN discrepancies betwee'n the BLS and 
IRS/SSA systems that arise because of clerical errors or because ‘ 
business reorganizations create new legal entities (with new 
EIN's) that may not have been reflected in the records from the 
UI Address File used for this study. * 

Group 6, like group 2, contains sample cases with no SSA wage 
records for 1982. But group 6 involves multi rather than'single 
unit BLS employers, and accounts for only 0.1 percent of all 
employers on a weighted basis. Four of the 10 group 6 sample 
cases had dropped out of the BLS file by 1983, including 2 cases 
that "dropped out" because they appeared in the 1983 file under a 
new EIN, indicating some kind of business reorganization. Of the 
remaining 6 cases in group 6, 4 apparently filed no IRS tax 
returns (under the sample EIN) over the period 1981-1983, and the 

'other 2 cases had reported employment and payroll to IRS for 
1981, but not for 1982 or 1983. Most of these 6 cases were large 
enough to make it unlikely that they would have simply failed to 
file IRS tax returns while continuing to file UI tax returns. 
Thus, business reorganizations or other factors leading to 
discrepancies between.the EIN's in the BLS and the IRS/SSA 
systems may well have resulted in their presence in group 6. 

On a weighted basis group 4 accounts for 1 percent of all 
employers in Table IIIA-4. Group 4 includes employers-classified 
as multi unit in the BLS system and as single unit in the SSA 
system. On a weighted basis, 53 percent of the cases in group 4 
did not appear on SSA's Multi Unit Code File at all. The rest of 
the cases did appear .on the Multi Unit Code File, but did not 
have W-3 wage reports that clearly~identified more than one Texas 
reporting unit. The relatively large number of BLS multi unit 
employers that did not appear at all on SSA's multi unit code 
file probably reflects largely the lack of SSA resources to 
monitor employer status over time in order to identify employers . 
that expand from single .unit to multi unit status as they grow. 
It may also reflect inadequate monitoring of initial applications 
for EIN's to identify potential candidates for establishment 
reporting. ' I 

Except for group 7 (which was left with no sample employers 
after reclassification), the smallest among the eight match 
groups in Table IIIA-4 is group 5, which had only one sample 
employer after the reclassification-process. Group 5 includes 
employers classified as multi unit in the SSA system and as 
single unit in the BLS system. Unfortunately, the small sample 
size for SSA multi units (that resulted partly from the 
reclassification after the final sample was drawn) precludes 
meaningful conclusions about the extent to which SSA multi units 
tend not to be classified as multi unit in the BLS system. 
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5. SSA's establishment,reportin'g plan 

As explained in Section A,2 of,Chapter II, some multi unit 
employers report their employees' annual wages to SSA separately 

1 ' for each of their individual reporting units (which are usually 
I equivalent to establishments), under a.voluntary arrangement 

called the Establishment Reporting Plan, (ERP). This system makes 
I it possible for SSA to code reporting units and the employees- 

, working in those units by county, State and industry. 

Potential multi unit employers are ,identified at the time they 
file their applications for Employer Identification Numbers on 
Form SS-4. 
list each 

They are asked to complete a Form 5019 on which they 
of their reporting units, with information about 

geographic location and industrial activities. 
they are expected, 

Subsequently, 
if they agree to participate in the plan, to 

report annual wages separately, on F,orms W-3, ‘for each of their 
reporting units and to inform SSA, by,submitting new Forms 5019, 
of any changes in the number and characteristics of their - 
reporting 'units. 

' The results of the ERUMS project have provided, as a by- 
product, some quantitative information about participation of 
multi unit employers in the ERP as of 1982. This information is 
summarized in Table IIIA-7: The table shows information for all 
sample EINs that were in SSA's Multi Unit Code File and were 
active in 1982 according to SSA or BLS or both.,' 

About three-fifths (weighted estimate) of these employers had 
filed a Form 5019 at some time in the past, indicating .their 
willingness to participate in the ERP., However, among those who 
reported wages for 1982, 
units, i.e., 

about three-fourths reported as single 

employees. 
they filed a single Form W-3 covering all of their 

It is possible ,that a few employers in this group no 
longer had more than one reporting unit, but, the likely 
explanation for most of them is~that they no longer chose to file 
separate W-3s for each reporting unit. , 

An additional 6 percent of the'employers who had filed 
Forms 5019,in the past ,filed multiple W-3s for 1982, but for at 
least-some of their W-3s the reporting unit numbers used did not 

I match the numbers they had provided on Form 5019, so that 
location and industry codes could not be assigned to those 
reporting units. As a result., only an estimated 18 percent of 
the multi unit employers who had initially agreed to participate 
in the ERP could be regarded 'asfull participants in 1982. 

About two-fifths (weighted estimate) of the~sample employers 
appearing in SSA's Multi Unit Code File had not filed Forms 5019. 
Under certain circumstances, employers who appear to be filing 
Forms W-3 for more than one reporting unit are added #to the Multi 
Unit Code File, even though they have never filed Form 5019. In 
such cases-, the employers may be contacted to solicit their 
participation in the, ERP. However, after some investigation ,of" 

'( 
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these cases, it was,concluded that most of the 37 sample 
employers in this group had been incorrectly added to the Multi 
Unit Code File. The procedural error which led-to these 
erroneous additions was subsequently corrected. 

6. Results of matching BLS and SSA industry codes to IRS industry, 
'codes . 
For the BLS/SSA matched single unit employers, the industry 

codes from both systems were compared with the industry codes in 
IRS's Form 941 file for tax years 1981-83. The comparisons were 
made only at the two-digit SIC level, primarily because the IRS 
industry coding structure does not provide full detail at the 
three and four-digit levels. The comparisons were made only for 
single unit employers (as defined for ERUMS) because the IRS 
system does not provide separate codes for establishments or 
reporting units of multi unit employers. 

The results of the comparisons are shown in Table IIIA-8. 
They cover 164 of the 167 matched BLS/SSA single units: the 
remaining 3 sample EINs were not included in the IRS Form 941 
file. There were some cases for which the SSA or IRS systems, or 
both, did not have an industry code. These are shown separately 
in the table. There were no sample EINs in this group,for which 
BLS did not have an industry code. ' 

About three-fourths of both the SSA and BLS codes matched the 
IRS codes at the two-digit level. However, looking only at the 
cases with no missing codes in one or both'systems, the 
proportion of matches 'was somewhat higher for the SSA industry 
codes: 89 percent versus 79 percent for the BLS codes. ~ 

Given the small sample size and other limitations of the ERUMS 
design, it would ,be improper to suggest any definitive 
explanations for the results shown in Table IIIA-8. Keeping in 
mind that some of the codes in the IRS Form 941 file came from 
Census sources (see "The Tax Years 1981-83 Form 941 File" in 
Chapter II, Section A,3) and that some of the Census codes may 
have come initially from SSA, one possibility is that there is a 
greater degree of independence between the BLS and IRS-sources of 
industry codes that there is between SSA and IRS code sources., 

The non-matches at the two-digit level may have resulted in 
part from the fact that the single unit 'definitions used for 
ERUMS were based only on reporting units in Texas. Thus some of 
the "single unit" employers included in the comparison may have 
had additional reporting units in 'other States, and the IRS 
industry codes may have reflected a predominant activity that 
differed from the one carried on by their Texas reporting units. 
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Table IIIA-1 - Distribution of EINs by 
-final match status ._ 

Active in,: No. of sample EINs Weighted percent I 

UI \_ SSA 

Yes Yes 279 67.1 

Yes #No 32 5.3 

' No Yes' 90 27.6 l 

,Total 401 100.0 

Definitions of 'active: 

UI - Included in UI address file for 1st quarter 1982. 

SSA - Submitted Forms W-2/W-3 for 1982. 

’ 
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Table IIIA-2 - Distribution of active L/ BLS EINs 
by final match status 

l 

BLS category SSA category No. of Sample Weighted percent 
EINs of BLS category 

Single'unit Single uniz 167 '- j 92.6 

\\ Mu:1ti cr.it 1 0.1 

Nd :9EZ w-3 2/ 22 7.3 I 
I. 

?ota: 190 100.0 

Multi unit s;r.q:c znit 102 88.3 

” u ..-a -a “..- t ** ..c; 9 6.7 

h'0 1982 w-3 10 5.0‘ 

All active 
BLS EINs 

Total 121 100.0 

Single unit 269 ' 1 92.6 

Multi unit 10 ‘0.1 

No 1982 W-3 32. 7 .,3 

Total 311 100.0 

Definitions: 

BLS multi unit - t,w,o or more reporting units in Texas. 
SSA multi unit - wage reports for two or more Texas reporting 

units clearly identified from 1982 Forms W-3. 
BLS and SSA single unit - any EIN not meeting multi unit 

definition. 

Footnotes: 

1 - For definition of active, see Table IIIA-1. f 
2 - Includes two EINs not found in any SSA files. 
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Table IIIA-3 - Distribution of active'SSA EINs 
by final match status 

SSA category BLS categork No. of sample Weighted percent ' 
EINs of SSA category 

Single pnit 

Multi unit 

All active 

Single unit 

Multi unit . 

Not in UI file 

Total 

Single unit 
\ 

Multi unit ,, 

Not in UI file 

Total 

Single unit 

Multi unit 

Not in UI file 

Total 

167 70.0 

102 1 0.8 

90 29.2 

100.0 

1' 39.6 

9 60.4 

-- 

10 100.0 

168 69.9 

111 > 0.9 

90 29.2 

,, 
'For definitions, see: 

Active - Table IIIA-1 

Single and multi unit - Table IIIA-2 ' 
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Table III A-4 - Distribution of EINS 
bY 

single/multi and match status 
(final classification) 

G&a 
% dis- 
tribution * 

Classification No- Number of EINs of 
In final Weiqhted.to Weighted weighted 
Sample lst-Stage , to Universe counts L/ l 

Sample 

,Total \ 

BLS SSA . - 

Single Single 

Single None 
I 

Kane Single 

Multi Singie 
. 

Single Multi 

Multi None 

None Mu.lti 

Multi Multi 

4 

5 

6 / 

7 

8 

401 

167 

22 

90 

102 

1 

10 

G 

9 

22,572 376,203‘ 

14,939 

1,187~ 

6,236 

177 , 

9 

10 

0 

14 ' 

248,983 

19,785 

103,937 

2,957 

148 - 

167 

' 0 

226 

1oo;o 

66.2 (0.9) 

5.3 ((1.8) 

27.6 (0.31 

0.8 (0.1) 

0 .'O (*I 

0.1 (*I 

0.0 (*I 

0.1 ('1 

Selected‘subtotals 

All BLS single 1,2,5 190 16,135 268,916 7i.5 

All SSA single 1,3,4 359 21,352 353.,146 94.6' 
‘. 

All BLSpmulti 4,6,8 121 201 3,350 0.9 

All SSA multi 5,7,8 10 23 374 0.1 

A13 BLS with 
no SSA 2,6 - 32 1,197 ( 19,952 " 5.3 

All SSA with 
no BLS 3,7 90 6,236 103,937 27.6 . 

A/ Numbers in parentheses are standard errors of the percents. 

* Indicates a standard error of less than 0.05 percent. 
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‘Table IIIA-5 - Distribution of matched SSA and BLS 
single units by'geographic and SIC 
match status 

Geographic No. of Weighted Percent distribution by 
match cases percent SIC match status (weighted) 
status ,of total 

Total Match at Different SSA un- 
2-digit at 2-digit coded 

level , level 

Same State 
& county 

Same State, 
diff.-cnty. 

SSA State- 
wide 

Different 
State 

119 
,  

81.6 100.0 77.0 ,' 15.5 7.5 

15 6.3 100.0 51.1 20.7 28.2 

14 6.5 100.0 0.9 0.9.; 98.2 . 

19 5.7 100.0' ' 74.0 $5.6 10.4 

Total ,167 100.0 100.0 70.2 14.9 14.9 
. 
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Table IIIA-6 - Distribution of EINs not in 1982 UI File 
by 1982 IRS/SSA status 

\ r 

Status in Number of EINs Weighted share 
IRS/SSA system in sample of total (%) 

No,IRS employment reported for 
first quarter 1982 43 69.2 

IRS employment reported for 
first quarter 1982 47 30.'8 

Geographic location unclear in 
IRS/SSA system* 33 3.3 / , 

UI coverage unlikely, based on . 
IRS/SSA data** '4 7.8 

All others*** 10 

TOTAL 90 100.0 

l Mainly multiunit.employers that did not supply enough 
information on their 1982 W-3 reports to determine if they 
had active units in Texas. 

** Because of nonprofit status or small payroll. 

*** Includes employers incorporated into the UI system with a 
lag, or not at all. 
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Table IIIA-7 - Status of SSA employers l/ included 
I in the Multi Unit Code Frle l(MUCF) 

, 

Category I No. of 
sample 

EINs 

Weighted percent of:, 

Total With Form 5019 
, and filed W-3 

for,1982 

e 

With Form'5019 

W-3 for 1982 

Filed as multi, all codable 2/ 
Filed as multi,, other 

I Filed as single 

No W-3 for 1982 . ' 

No Form 5019 

Probable multi unit 
Incorrectly added to MUCF 

. 
88 61.4 , 

84 60.6 100.0 

15 , 10.8 17.9 
7 3.8 6.3 

62 46.0 75.8 

4' 0.8 

37 38.6 

3 2.6 
- 34 35 .'9 ' I 

TOTAL : / 125 100.0 

. Notes: 1 The 'sample for this table represents Texas employers 
who were included in SSA's Multi Unit Code File and 
were active in BLS and/or SSA systems in 1982. 

, 
2 "Codable" employers are those for whom each unit 

reported on Form W-3 had an establishment number that 
/ corresponded to one appearing'in the Multi Unit Code 

File, so that industry and county codes could be 
~assigned. ' 

. 
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Table IIIA-8 - Distribution of matched BLS and SSA 
single units by result of match of 
their SIC codesagainst IRS's at the 
two-digit level* 

. 

Result of match to IRS code 1' Total 

Source of SIC code 
,matched to IRS Match Non-match One or both 

codes missing 

SSA 

No. of cases 118 20 

Weighted percent 

All cases 
Cases'with no 

missing codes 

76.7 9.6 13..7 ' 

88.9 11.1 n.a. 

BLS 

No. of cases 113 i 47 4** 164 

100.0 

100.0 

Weighted percent 

All.cases 
Cases with no 

missing codes 

77.2 20.9 1.9 100.0 

78.7 21.3 n.a. 100.0 

* As explained in the text, some of the SIC codes in the IRS 
records came from Census Bureau sources. See "The Tax Years 
1981-83 Form'941 File" in Chapter II, Section A,3. ., 

/ 
** The BLS records for the sample cases had no missing‘SIC codes. 

IRS did not have SIC codes for these 4 cases. 
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B. Limitations of the ERUMS oesign ax&execution 

We feel that the ERUMS project has provided valuable ~ ' information about the BLS, 
linked, 

IRS and SSA record systems that were 
especially the characteristics of the systems that have a 

bearing on their uses for economic 'statistics programs. The difficulties encountered and the ways in'which they were at least 
partially overcome have, we believe, important implications for 
future initiatives in the area of interagency data sharing for 
statistical'purposes. 

It is important that r eaders be aware of the limitations of 
the study results and of the significant.problems that inhibited 
some of the analy.ses that lwe had hoped to do. 
section we will describe: 

Therefore in this , 

impose restrictions or. 
features of the study design that 

generalized; 
how far the findings can properly be 

interagency differences in record system coverage 
and content that cocp licated the analysis of the matched units; 
<and operational problems encountered in the course of the study. 
We hope that this Information will lead to a better understanding 
of what the resuizs rrean and will be helpful to anyone designing ' similar record lickage projects. 

1. Limitations on the generality of the study findings 
, 

Factors that limit the broad applicability of the ERUMS 
, findings are the time,reference, the limited geographic 'coverage 

and the relatively small sample size. 

The study was based primarily on‘administrative and 
statistical files from the three agencies for calendar year 1982. 
The results reflect the reporting requirements and the operating 
and quality assurance procedures associated with the agency 
record systems ,at that iime. 
Section A, 

As explained in Chapter II, 
BLS,is presently shifting from an annual to a , _~ 

quarterly update procedure for the UI Address File, and 
additional identifiers are being included in the file. The BLS's future plans call for a shift from a reporting unit to an 
establishment record system, with physical location addresses for, 
both single and multi unit employers. , 

With respect to the IRS records based on Form 941 
evidence of imprdvement since 1982 in the completeneks 

there is 
and accuracy,of the records because of a shift to scanning of paper 

i 
documents and filing on magnetic media as alternatives to keying 
data from paper documents. It is likely that these trends are 

5 also leading to improvements in-the SSA files based on Forms W-2 
and W-3. On the other hand, in view of the limited resources 
available in recent years .for updating and maintenance of SSA's 

d Establishment Reporting Plan (ERP) records, it is quite possible 
that the quality of SSA reporting unit 'data is even less 
satisfactory today than it appears to have been in 1982. 
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i Because of'the Federal/State character of the UI program, the 
BLS records used in the study,had to be limited to those . 
available from a single State, the State of Texas. This 
restriction limits the generality of the findings with respect to j 

,BLS and State records maintained for the UI System. The l 

Department of Labor imposes certain guidelines that,must be 
followed by all States, but the States are also allowed some 
latitude in their record-keeping practices. Conclusions, based * 
on the study results, concerning the coverage of employers and 
reporting units in the record systems of the Texas State 
Employment Agency in 1982 should not be assumed to apply fully to ' 
UI‘record systems of other States at that time. 

The use of BLS records for a single State also meant that for 
the ERUMS project it was not possible to identify, in the UI 
system, employers-who reported only 'one reporting unit for the 
State of Texas, but reported ,one or more additional units in 
other States. For this reason, we eventually reached the 
conclusion that our analysis of multi unit employers in the UI 
system had to be based on a very restricted definition of m~ulti 
unit, -namely, an employer with two or more reporting units 
included in the Texas UI Address File for 1982. As explained 
more ,fully in Chapter II, Section C, this meant that many SSA 
employers originally classified as multi units because there were 
records for them in SSA's Multi Unit Code File-were reclassified 
as single units prior to the final analysis, in order to make the 
SSA definition of multi unit comparable to the one used for BLS. 
Thus., the data for multi unit employers shown in the results 
tables apply only to a very,restricted subset of those employers 
who would be classified as multi unit in a national context. 

Finally, a. relatively small sample of EINs was used for.the I 
ERUMS study because of the limited resources available for manual 
review of matched and unmatched records from the,three systems. 
The use of‘a disproportionate stratified sampling scheme, based 
on preliminary classification of sample'EINs by single/multi unit 
and match status, made the effective sample size for overall 
estimates even smaller. As a result, all of'the estimates shown 
in the results tables that are based on the Phase II sample are 
subject to fairly.large sampling errors. Sampling errors are , 
shown in Table IIIA-4 for the estimated-proportions ,of EINs in 
each of the final match categories. Because of the complexity of 
the sample design and the limited resources available, ‘sampling 
errors were not computed ,for the other estimates basedron the 
Phase II sample. 

2. Interagency differences in concepts and coverage 

' As explained in Chapter II, Section A, there are some 
differences in the basic filing requirements for employers under 
the Unemployment Insurance and Social Security programs. Indeed, * 
these differences explain some of the instances in which we found 
employers in one of the two systems who were not covered by the 
other. The discussion here will be limited'to those features of 1 
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the UI and SSA record systems that have been established 
primarily for‘statistical purposes. ' : ,I 

' 
First, the time reference of the basic BLS and SSA files used 

* for matching was different. The SSA W-2/W-3 files included 
employers who had filed wage reports lcovering all or any part of 

'the entire year 1982: Although there were some exceptions, the 
I 1982 UI.Address File was supposed to include only employers who 

had filed UI wage reports for the first quarter of 1982. As 
discussed in Section A of this chapter, this difference in time 
reference accounted for some of the cases in which employers 
reporting to SSA wpre not'ifound in the UI Address File. The' 
quarterly Form 941 data obtained from IRS for the Phase II‘sample 
EINs were helpful in determining the reasons for failures to 
match. : 

Second, the reporting unit definitions used by BLS and SSA in' 
their respective systems, although similar,, are not identical. 
Basically, the reporting unit in each case is a single 
establishment or a group of two or more establishments under'the 
same employer in‘the'same county and industry.' However, there 
are subtle differences in the two agencies' definitions and in 
the manner in which they are applied (for further details, see 
Office of Management and Budget, 1984 and Jabine,,1984). ' 

Third, there are minor differences in the structures of the 
BLS and SSA industry classification systems. Both are based on 
the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC), but both agencies 
have grouped certain of the approximately 1,000 four-digit 
industry categories in the SIC. 
somewhat less in the BLS'system. 

The amount of grouping is. 
As a result of these 

differences in code structures, even in'the absence of reporting 
or coding error the two agencies do not always assign the same 
code to an employer or reporting unit. 
Chapter II, 

(For further detail see 
Section A and the two references given above.) 

Because of these differences, we have limited the analysis of' 
industry codes for matched EINs to comparisons at the two-digit 
SIC level. 

3. File deficiencies and operational problems 

I The only significant\problem found in using the Texas UI ' ' 
Address File was that 1.3 percent of the records did not have 
EINs and ,therefore could notcreadily be included in the initial 
selection of ,a sample of BLS records. In the final review of 

'unmatched SSA sample cases, a search was made for'records in the 
UI file, including those with no EINs, that had matching 

.addresses, but no additional UI matching records were found. The 
absence of EINs could have affected the classification of BLS 
sample EINs as single or multi unit. This could have happened if 
an employer had,two or more reporting units in Texas but the EIN 
was shown in the UI Address File for only one,of these units., It 
is not known whether or'not this actually occurred. 

. ~ 

/ ’ 
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In the SSA files, several employers lacked industry and county 
codes. For the latter a "State-wide" code-was substituted for 
the county code. These missing codes are reflected in 
Tables IIIA-5, A-3 and A-4, which show the results of comparing 
BLS and SSA industry codes for matched single units. A probable " 
explanation for many of the missing industry codes is that some 
employers report wages to IRS on Forms 941 or 943 without ever 
having applied for an EIN on Form SS-4. In such cases an EIN,is' * 
assigned by IRS and no attempt is made to obtain the ind,ustry and 
geographic information that is normally reported on Form SS-4. 

Another difficulty was the 'incomplete coverage of the SSA file 
used in the initial electronic match (in mid-1986) to determine 
which sample EINs were active in 1982. It did not include some 
employers who were delinquent in filing their wage reports for 
1982 or whose wage reports were,still being reconciled with the 
amounts of wages reported on their IRS Forms 941. A more 
complete W-3 file was available for the review of the Phase II 
sample, but the delay in access to records for this subset of 
active SSA employers may have some implications for statistical 
uses of SSA wage data when timeliness is an important 
consideration. 

A more serious problem was that, for many active SSA employers 
included on the Multi Unit Code File, it was not possible to 
determine from the W-3 reports how many reporting units, if any, 
they had in the State of Texas. In some cases there were no 
establishment numbers associated with W-3 wage report listings 
for these employers. In other cases some or all of the 
establishment numbers shown on the W-3 listings did not appear on 
the Multi Unit Code File, so that there was no way to determine 
the-States in which these reporting units were located. In the 
final analysis, all such employers were classified as single 
unit, even though many of them may have actually had two or more 

'reporting units in Texas. 

The retrieval of information* needed for the ERUMS project from 
IRS Form 940 was difficult for two reasons. First the 
information of interest, the breakdown of taxable payroll by 
State in Part V of Form 940, is not keyed by IRS, so we had to 
request copies of the forms, which are filed in the IRS service 
centers. Second, by the time we requested the forms for the. 
Phase II sample cases early in 1988, many of the Forms 940 for 
1982 had been destroyed, so we were given copies of 1983 forms 
instead. 

The electronic matching and subsequent sampling operations 
were made more complex by the confidentiality policies which led w 
BLS to release to SSA only the EIN stems (digits 1 to 6 and 9) 
instead of the full g-digit numbers for the employers in ~their 
Phase I sample. Probably because of this complexity, some SSA e 
sample nonmatch cases were unintentionally excluded from the 
Phase I and II samples, as explained inchapter II, sections C,4 
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and C,ll. A potentially biased reweighting procedure was used to _ 
compensate for the exclusion of these cases. 

The BLS and IRS (Form 941) employment data were not added to 
the data base for the Phase II sample, so we have not been able 
to compare BLS and IRS reports of employment for matched cases. 
As a consequence,. all of the,estimates presented in this report 
are counts of employers or reporting units, with no indication of 
their relative sizes. Thus, in comparing industry codes for 
matched single unit employers, .we were unable to estimate what 
proportion of their total employment or payroll belonged to units' 
for which the industry codes did not agree at the two-digit 

' level. - 
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CHAPTER IV--FINDINGS AND RFCOMMENDATIONS : ' 

* 
A. Findings 

1. Relative coverage 

, 

1 The ERUMS sample match rates suggest the possibility of 
significant coverage problems in both the IRS/SSA and UI payroll 
tax systems. After reclassifications, 28 percent of the -% 
employers with evidence of 1982 activity in either <or bothJof the I' 
two systems'had no evidence of activity in the 1982 UI file used 
in the match, while 5 percent of the employers had no evidence of ' 
activity in the 1982 SSk files used. 
detailed analysis does 

The good ,news is that more 

employers who repor: 
no: suggest that large numbers of , 

failing to report in 
wages in one of the payroll tax systems are 
the other system when'they.should be. 

not-so-good news is tLa= 
The 

procedures for process 
late employer reports and different 

potential problems in 
:ng the reports in the two systems create 
using both of the systems' data files for \ 

statistical purposes. 

i 

At the initial rr.azc$ing stage, 
large a proportion of 

it'appeared that over twice as 
all employers failed to file SSA W-3 wage 

reports as was focnc after 
final stage. 

reclassifications occuring at the 
The reclassifications were made because the SSA " 

file used at the firs: stage of matching did not include some 
employ,ers who were later found to have filed,delinquent reports 
or reports that had been pulled from the normal processing cycle 
because of difficulties in reconciling the W-3s with IRS Forms 
941. The employers with no W-3s for 1982.after reclassification 
appeared to be mainly employers who were going out of business or 
were going through some kind of reorganization that might have 
been accompanied by an EIN change in‘the IRS/SSA system. Many of 
these cases also dropped out of t,he UI reporting system shortly 
after dropping out of the IRS/SSA system. The tendency for 
employers to be dropped more%slowly,from the UI system is 
probably a result of a policy of estimating employment and ' I 
payroll for employers who appear to be late in filing their 
quarterly reports 
to file on time. 

--pending verification of the reason for failure 
Employers who may have had an EIN change 

because of some type of reorganization (e.g.) incorporation) were 
difficult to ,identify with certainty in either the IRS/SSA or UI 
systems: In the early 198Os, the IRS/SSA system provided no 
systematic basis for tracing such EIN changes fdr small 
employers, and because the UI number rather 'than the EIN is the 
primary identifier in the UI system, EIN changes for.employers in \ 
the UI Address File will not necessarily be introduced into the 
UI records in a timely manner. 

, 
A comparison of IRS Form 941'quarterly employer records with 

the sample cases that were not on the 1982 UI Address.File (but 
had filed annual W-3s for 1982) revealed that about 70 percent 
either started business after the first quarter (onwhich the UI 
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Addr,ess File was based) or otherwise did not file first quarter 
wage reports. For another group of the sample cases (about 
10 percent), IRS/SSA data suggested the possibility that the 
employers may not have met requirements for UI coverage in Texas 
either because they had no operations in Texas, because of * 
nonprofit status, or because their payrolls were too small. (See 
Chapter II, Section A,1 for detailed information about coverage 
requirements of the UI system.) For the remaining cases (about . 
20 percent), there was some indication of presence in the UI 
system for time periods other than the first quarter of 1982. 
Some of these latter cases would appear to represent employers _ 
that were incorporated into the UI system with a lag, but further, 
research would be needed to clearly separate any problem of 
lagged introductions from other reporting and processing problems 
in the UI and IRS/SSA systems. 

Although a few new employers obtain UI account numbers before 
they hire their first employees, there is usually some lag 
between the time the first employees are hired and the issuance 
of a UI account number to the employer. A study for the State of 
New York, covering new employers in the file as of June 1987, . 
showed that the median lag was about 1 month and that about 
90 percent of employers had received UI accounts within 5 months 
of the time the first employees were hired (Grzesiak and Lent, 
1988). 
Industry 

A similar study by the Montana Department of Labor and 
(1987) for the period June 1984 to June 1986 showed that 

the lag was 90 days or less for about two-thirds of the new 
employers during this period. 

i 

There is, of course, an additional lag between the time an 
employer receives a UI account from the,State agency and th'e time 

.the employer's name and identification data are submitted to BLS 
for inclusion in its UI Address File. Now that BLS is requiring 
the States to submit new inputs for the Address File each 
quarter, rather than once a year, the average length of this lag 
time will be much shorter than itwas during the time period 
covered by the ERUMS project. 

2. Multi unit employers: acquisition and updating of reporting ' 
unit information 

The clearest finding of the ERUMS study is that it is not 
possible to maintain a usable establishment reporting plan'for 
multi unit employers without systematic procedures for monitoring 
employer reporting*and updating files for changes in the number, 
location, and industry of employers' reporting units. Since both 
SSA and BLS request that multiestablishment employers break their 
employment and payrolls down by reporting units on a similar 
county/industry basis, it 'might seem logical that employers would 
find it convenient to organize their establishment reporting so 
that they use the same reporting units for both systems. But 
there was little evidence that employers.tried to do this, and to 
the extent that they did, the lack of systematic procedures in 
the SSA system for monitoring changes in the number, location, , 
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etc., of employers' reporting units made it very difficult~to 
interpret many of the employer reports filed under SSA's ERP. 
The extent of-the problems,is reflected in the fact that in'the . SSA system only 0.1 percent of the EIN's (weighted estimate) 
could be clearly identified as reporting for multiple reporting 
units in Texas, compared to 0.9 percent in the UI system. Even 
among the small number of employers who.did have multiple Texas 
units in the SSA system and could be matched to employers in the 
UI system, the SSA system listed only about half as many 
identifiable Texas reporting units as the UI system. , 

Because of the deficiencies in' SSA's ERP,~it was not possible 
to use the small ERUMS sample to identify problems in the UI 
establishment reporting system. But the problems in the SSA 
system are not good news for other establishment raporting plans. 
Good establishment reporting requires considerable effort. While 
the UI system employs more resources in monitoring and updating 
its system than does SSA, the UI system is unlikely to be perfect 
in an environment in which the reporting'requirements of 
different agencies are administered inquite different ways and 
may I taken together, appear to be confusing and burdensome to 
many of ~the multi unit employers filing payroll tax reports. 

/ 
3. Content differences for matched units ' I / I 

It was riot possible to make meaningful comparisons between 
employment and payroll from the first quarter UI Address File 
with employment and payroll measures from the annual W-3 wage 
reports submitted to SSA. As noted‘earlier, employment data 
first quarter IRS Form 941 reports were used in refining 

from 

estimates of coverage differences between the UI and IRS/SSA 
systems. However, we did not try to do a thorough comparison of 
UI and Form 941 employment measures because Form 941 employment 
is not available for the separate units of multi unit employers. 

For single unit employers who matched on EIN and were active 
in both the UI and SSA systems- ,-the content analysis focused on 
comparisons of county and industry codes. 
high, but far from perfect, 

There was a moderately 
rate of correspondence,between codes 

in the two systems'(about 80 percent agreed on county and about 
70 percent agreed on 2-digit SIC). A significant share:of cases 
that did not agree'on county and industry codes were cases that 
had "s,tatewide" 
the SSA system. 

county codes and'"unclassified" industry codes in 
In most of these cases, employers had apparently 

been assigned,EINs without filing a Form SS-4 to apply for an EIN 
and supply the information needed-for coding county and industry. 
SSA has not'had the resources,to follow up with these employers, 
or with other employers who supply incomplete information on 
location and industry. In addition, SSA'does not have a program 
for updating-its county and industry codes on a regular basisas 
is done,for the UI system., Thus, the content differences between 
the UI and SSA systems with respect to county and industry codes 
for matched single unit employers would seem to reflect largely 
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,the lack of resources for thorough coding and updating of codes 
in the SSA system. 

The SSA and BLS two-digit industry codes for the Single unit 
matched cases were also compared with two-digit industry codes in 1) 
a file that had been in~itially created from the IRS Business 
Ma$ter File and Forms 941 and 943 data and for-which the industry ' ' 
codes had been edited by the Census Bureau, using the source of * information that Census considered to be the most reliable in 
each case. Both the BLS and SSA industry codes matched the 
IRS/Census codes at the two-digit level for, about three-fourths 
of the sample EINs, but when the unclassified SSA cases were 
eliminated, the rate of agreement was somewhat higher for SSA 
than for BLS industry codes. 

In summary, 
among the BLS, 

there were some fairly substantial discrepancies, 
SSA, IRS and Census systems with respect to 

geographic and industry classification for matched single unit ' 
employers. 
the relative 

These findings do not provide a basis for evaluating 

data systems. 
levels of accuracy of such information in the four 

Such an evaluation would have required that we 
reconcile,the differences and determine the correct information 
in each case, and we did not have the resources to do that. 

4. The role of IRS records in the matching process 

IRS is not involved directly in either the SSA or UI 
establishment reporting plans for payroll. But both the social 
security and unemployment insurance payroll taxes are closely 
linked to IRS payroll taxes from an administrative perspective. 
Specifically, IRS wage withholding taxes for the‘individual 
income tax are reported using the same (quarterly) Forms 941 and 
(annual) W-3/W-2 wage report forms used to report Social Security 
payroll taxes,, and the IRS Form 940,is used to collect 
information on payrolls and UX taxes paid by State as a part of . 
the process of determining federal unemployment insurance tax . 
obligations. 

IRS records were vital in evaluating the SSA and UI reportin-g 
systems because the SSA establishment data (from W-3 forms) were 
available only for the calendar year 1982, while the UI 
establishment data (from the name and address file) were 
available only for the first quarter of 1982. As noted above, 
quarterly IRS Form 941 data were used directly to determine which 
of the employers who filed annual W-3 forms, but were not 
included in the first quarter UI file, 
wages in the IRS/SSA system. 

had reported first quarter 
It was hoped that the annual IRS 

Form 940 wage reports could be used to determine how many of the 
employers not included in the first quarter UI file had reported 
UI taxes for the calendar year. Unfortunately, however, the 
request for the Form 940s was filed'near the end'of the scheduled 
retention period for 1982 returns and it was not possible to 
obtain 1982 Form 940s for enough employers to'reliably resolve 
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discrepancies between the annual SSA data and the quarterly state 
UI data: 

The administrative,procedures for assigning EIN's and for 
* processing payroll tax records in the IRS/SSA systems were found 

to have some,defic-iencies from a statistical perspective. For 
example, a significant number of EINs appear to have been 

, assigned directly (usually by IRS) with no request for the 
employers in question to submit Forms SS-4 or to otherwise submit 
information suitable for coding county and industry and 
determining if the employers were just beginning operations or 
had merely gone through a reorganization that required assignment 
of a new EIN. In addition, 

, number of employers 
as noted earlier, a relatively large 

appeared to be missing W-3 wage/reports in 
the initial match phase of the project, but were subsequently 
reclassified when a more thorough search of IRS'and SSA record 
systems located their W-,3s. *The fact that a record of all wage 
reports.submitted could not be found in a single convenient data 
file suggests that greater coordination between statistical and 
administrative users of the records may be required if reasonably 
complete data files -are to be created for statistical uses. 
Finally, although it was not possible to use the IRS,Forms 940 in 
a systematic manner in the study, the fact that much of the 
Form 940 information needed for comparisons with the data from 
the other systems was no.'longer available in any form suggests 

. scope for improving coordination between the Form 940 system and . 
both the state UI systems and the national W-3/Farm 941 systems. , 

5. Feasibility oflinteragency matching of employer and 
establishment records. 

,The feasibility of interagency matching of business records 
.depends on the purposes and scope of the proposed linkages. A 
small-scale matching study for evaluation is quite different from 
a large-scale operational system for using records from various 
sources to develop and maintain frames for economic surveys. 
Much depends on the characteristics of the particular agency 
record systems and files that provide the records to be matched. 

-Our main findings about feasibility are specific to the purposes 
and scope of the ERUMS project and the agency record,systems that 
were used. However, we believe that we also learned some lessons 
that could be useful for other kinds of matching activities. 

Our most important finding concerns the types of units to be 
matched. With some qualifications,) 
data for employers, 

we were successful in linking 
as defined by their EINs. We were not '. / 

successful in linking BLS and SSA,data for reporting units. 

The main reason' for our inability to match records for 
reporting units was the incompleteness of SSA's current data for 
reporting units provided on the W-3 wage reports. Other ' 
significant problems were: 

I ~ 
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0 BLS and SSA do not have a-common numericalbidentifier, 
analogous to the EIN at the empl,oyer level, for 
reporting units. Consequently, matching requires the 
use of other identifiers, such as name and address, and 
auxiliary information, such as county code, industry I 
classification, employment and payroll. 

0 BLS and SSA use slightly different definitions of 
reporting units. 

Thus, even if the SSA reporting unit information had been 
complete and current; matching with BLS reporting units would 
have been difficult and costly, at best. 

Other findings specif‘ic to the ERUMS experience were: 

0 Matching national files in one system against State 
'files in another system leads to problems of coverage 
and interpretation of findings. In particular, the 
fact that we had no information, for the sample 
employers, about their BLS reporting units in States' 
other than Texas forced us to use a restrictive,.non- 
standard definition of multi unit employer for the 
study. Also, we were not in a position to determine 
whether any of the observed differences in coverage 
could have been explained by multi unit employers 
reporting on units physically located in Texas to State 
Employment Security Agencies in other States. 

, however, 
We note, 

system, 
that with complete reporting of EINs in-the UI 

the development of a national employer file 
based on inputs from the UI State agencies would-be 
possible. \ 

0 The IRS Form 941 file, which provided quarterly data on 
employment and payroll for 1981, 1982 and 1983, proved 
to be very useful as an aid in reconciling differences 
in coverage between the BLS and SSA files for 1982. 

0 In planning such a study, one needs to consider the 
period of availability for each file or set of records 
to be used: when does it first become available and 
after what date is it no longer available? As noted in 
Chapter II, Section C, the W-2/W-3 wage report file 
first,used for matching was incomplete:- several EINs 
initially classified as not active in SSA were 
reclassified,to active when a more complete file became 
available. 
of Forms 940 

Also, because our request to IRS for copies 
for the Phase II sample employers was not 

made until late in the project, we found that most of 
the Forms 940 for 1982 had'already-been‘destroyed.. 

. 
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0 As explained in Chapter II, Section C, the initial 
matching operations at SSA were carried'out using only 
7 of the 9 digits of the EINs in the BLS Phase I 
sample. This restriction was deemed necessary in order 
to meet.BLS's confidentiality requirements.' The result. . 

" was a substantial increase in the'complexity of the 
sample selection and matching operations and, as it 

'turned out, the inadvertent omission of a significant< 
group'of in scope EINs from the Phase I sample. The ' 
experience suggests that the use of such special 
'procedures be limited to those which are clearly 
essential to meet agency confidentiality requirements 
and that all specifications and procedures be, fully 
documented and carefully reviewed. 

There have,been and are many other examples of matching of 
business records for s:azistical purposes, especially for the 
construction of frases for statistical purposes, a notable- 
example being the use of 
in the developmen: of 

IRS and SSA records by the Census Bureau 
izs frames for economic censuses and 

surveys. Some are large-scale ongoing activities and it would be 
presumptuous to sugges: 
offer important new 

zhat the limited ERUMS experience can 

Nevertheless, 
insights on how to carry out such activities. 

emphasizing: 
there are a few points tha't may be worth 

's 
l 

0 'Matching acti vities are better carried out'. 
prospectively, i.e., the plans and the necessary 
interagency agr'eements should be developed well ahead 
of the earliest date at which the files to be,lipked 
are' expected to be available. This is important for 
both research-oriented and operational matching 
activities, but especially the latter. 

. 
0 The development of'interagency agreements for exchange 

of identifiable records is a painstaking process. It 
requires: identification of all laws and regulations 
that may affect the proposed exchange;'identification 
of all persons who will examine or process data from 
another agency; and development of a'step-by-step 
description of each and every transfer or exposure of 
information called for by the proposed 'matching 
activity. Adequate-time must be a'llowed ,for the 
completion and-approval of such agreements. 

0 Successful matching requires an in-depth knowledge of 
all record~systems involved and of the specific files 
that are generated from those systems. Usually no one 
person has all of this information and an interagency 

' team approach, with full exchange of information, is 
essential. Whenever possible, procedures should be s 
pretested or pilot tested before embarking on large-. 
scale operational applications. 
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B. Recommendations 

1. ,,Introduction 
. 

/ This report contains the basic findings of the ERUMS project 
and-it is the desire of the Workgroup 'and the Federal Committee 

* on Statistical Methodology that this information and the 
accompanying recommendations be put before the statistical 
community now. With its limited resources, the Workgroup h'as not 

I bee,n able to exploit the ERUMS data base as fully as it would _ 
have'liked to. However, the main'goals of the project were 
achieved and we 'believe that whatever resources can be made 

,- . available for future mazching studies should be devoted to 
prospective studies using currently available business lists. 

The findings of 
importance of earlier 

c.ie ERUMS project have confirmed the 
recommendations by the Subcommittee on 

Statistical Uses of AC-: 
Policy Working Paper 

..&nistrative,Records (1980)'in Statistical 

(Cartwright, 
6 and the Establishment Reporting Work Group 

Levine and Buckler, 1983). 
ERUMS represented an 

As stated in Chapter I, 
effort to build on and extend the work of 

those two interagency groups.’ Specifically, the ERUMS project 
was responsive to Reco-- ,.,.tienciation 2 in Working Paper 6: -' ,) 

The quality of administr,ative records to be used for ' 
statistical purposes should be evaluated systematically to 

. determine the appropri ateness of the records for the 
proposed use. 

ERUMS was, of course, lhited in its scope and objectives. It 
was a demonstration project designed to show how matching of 
administrative records from different agencies could provide a 

,, 

basis for evaluation of their suitability for statistical uses. 
Nevertheless, 
findings, 

it is the ERUlrZS Workgroup's view that the'study 
in combination with related information from,other 

sources, provide adequate justification for the recommendations 
presented in this section. 

Most of our recommendations, presented in Subsection 2, are 
directed specifically to BLS and SSA and concern the 
administrative and statisticalbusiness lists maintained by those 
agencies. A single recommendation concerning future matching 
studies is presented and discussed in Subsection 3. 

/ 2. Recommendations to SSA and BLS 

The recommendations in this section refer to the SSA and'BLS 
systems for the collection of economic data at the establishment 
or reporting unit level. We are conscious of the limitations of 
the ERUMS study with respect to coverage and sample size and, 

'especially, the fact that the findings refer to,the status of 
those systems eight .years ago, in 1982. BLS, as described in 
Chapter II, Section A, has made and is making various changes 

, " 
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designed to upgrade the quality of statistical data based on the 
UI system. SSA, on the other hand, appears to have‘done little, 
since 1982, to improve the quality of reporting under its ' 
Establishment Reporting Plan (ERP) or even to maintain quality at 
the 1982 level, which was clearly unsatisfactory. The following I 
recommendations attempt to take account of the current status of 
these systems, insofar as we are aware of it. _ 

r 
Recommendation 1 - SSA should undertake a full review of the 
current status and uses of the Establishment Reportinq Plan 
and decide either to continue it with adequate resources for 
maintenance and improvement of quality or to discontinue it 
entirely. 

The level of compli ante with the ERP is so low that it is clearly 
of little value for izs intended uses. If continued at this 
level, it would represen: an unjustifiable burden on those 
employers who con:iz-e zo participate. 

Discontinuance of zhe ERP would affect the level of detail 
available for coding individuals by industry and geography in 
SSA's Continuous Work History Sample (CWHS). Industry could 
continue to be codec, hut in a sin'gle unit context. County codes 
based on ERP repo rzing unit locations could be replaced by county 
codes based either 0:: W-2 addresses or on taxpayer addresses in 
the IRSfindividual caszer*file, provided the necessary 
arrangements could be worked out with the IRS. 

The ERUMS Workgroup has been informed that a full evaluation 
of the ERP is now underway. We strongly support the undertaking. 
We suggest that the review include interviews with a small sample 
of multi unit employers, including some who have not been 
reporting usable establishment-type data. The interviews should 
explore employers' reasons for noncompliance ore incomplete or 
incorrect reporting under the ERP, as well as their interest in 
the development of greater uniformity in establishment,reporting 
standards of SSA; the UI system, the Census Bureau and other 
agencies that collect disaggregated data from employers. 

We noted in Section A of this chapter that a substantial 
proportion of SSA single unit employers in Texas lacked industry - 
codes. For some of these cases no Form SS-4 (application for an 
EIN) was ever obtained by SSA and for some no industry code could , 
be assigned on the basis of the information on the SS-4. SSA has 
made some attempts to obtain industry information by mail from 
larger, active employers in this group, but with limited success. 
If SSA decides that it wishes to continue maintaining industry 
information for all employers, greater efforts will be needed to 
reduce the proportion of employers whose industry is unknown. 

With respect to the UI Address File,‘ the main problem we 
found, based both on the ERUMS comparisons with SSA and I'RS 
records and on the more recent New York and Montana studies cited 
in Section A of this chapter, was the delays in adding births to 

c 
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and deleting deaths from the system. . To the extent that the UI 
Address File is being used as a frame for sample surveys at the 
national or state level, the delays i-n adding births are more 

c likely to have the more serious consequences. 
will assume added importance if, 

The,lag question 
as has been proposed by OMB, the 

BLS is designated as the single Federal.agency responsible for 
the collection of business identification information for the 
nonagricultural sector of the economy. 

Recommendation 2 - BLS should review the State‘Employment 
Security Aqencies' procedures for identifyinq employer 
births (includinq those resultinq from merqers and chanqes 
of orqanization) and seek ways of reducinq the apparent laq 
between filinq of applications for EINs and inclusion of new 
employers on State Aqency and BLS lists used as frames for 
statistical surveys and reports. 

We note that the new requirement that states submit UI)Address 
Files to BLS for each quarter is one step in this direction. 

As discussed in Chapter III, Section A,4, delays in deleting 
deaths from the UI Address File were apparently due in part to 
the States' practice of imputing'employment and payroll for 
employers who appear to be late filing their quarterly reports. 

Recommendation 3 '- Data in the UI Address File on employment 
and waqes paid should be labelled to distinquish imputed 
data from data reported by employers. 

s 
We have been informed that as of the first quarter of 1989, 40 
states had adopted this practice. A related issue which needs to ' 
be considered is whether the actual data for these employers, 
when available'to the States, should be submitted to BLS to 
replace the imputed data in its files. 1 

We also noted ihat slightly more than one percent‘of the' 
records in the 1982 UI Address File for Texas did not have EINs. 
The absence of'EINs could cause,problems for linkages of data for 
the same employer between states within the UI system or for any 
linkages with other systems that'might be undertaken. ' 

Recommendation 4 - The EIN should be identified as a key 
item in the UI Address File and efforts should be made to 
achieve 100 percent reportinq initially and current 
reportinq'of chanqes in EINs. 

We have been informed that BLS has put increased emphasis on 
complete reporting of current EINs. 

As noted in Chapter I, the reporting unit definitions used 
by BLS and SSA are similar but not identical. Under its new 
Business Establishment List project, the ~BLS will be moving 
toward the collection of establishment&level data, using the OMB 
definition of establishment. We have also noted that BLS and SSA 

' 
- 99 - 



use somewhat different adaptations of OMB's Standard Industrial 
'Classification for their own classification of employers and 1 
reporting units by industry. 

1 Recommendation 5 - BLS and SSA (if it continues the 
Establishment Reportinq Plan) should strive to obtain data ' 
from employers for their establishments as defined in the 
1987 Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) Manual. Both * 

aqencies should code industry for all establisments, without 
exception, at the 4-diqit SIC level of detail. Whether or 
not the-Establishment Reportinq Plan is continued, SSA 
should code all employers identified on Forms SS-4 at the _ 
4-diqit level of detail. 

Implementation of-this recommendation would be consistent with' 
the broad recommendation in Working Paper 6 for agencies to 
follow consistent procedures in coding reporting unit 
characteristics (Subcommittee on Statistical Uses of 
Administrative Records, Office of Federals Statistical Policy and 
Standards, 1980, Recommendation 3). 

The goals-of BLS's Business Establishment List Improvement 
Project, which is being implemented, include obtaining reports at 
the establisment level from all employers and elimination of the 
present limined number of 3-digit coding axceptions (Chapter II, 
Section A,l). 

3. Future matching studies 

The collection of economic data at the establishment level- 
is an important function of the Federal statistical system and-of 
state statistical units. Current efforts to collect such data 
are dispersed and poorly coordinated and place unnecessary burden 
on employers. In particular, the inability of Federal and state 
agencies to share business lists for statistical purposes is a 
well-recognized problem of long standing (American Statistical 
Association, 1980). Many of the establishment-level data 
collection programs, including those associated with the 
Unemployment Insurance system (in some states) and W-2/W-3 wage 
reporting, are voluntary. 

It,is also important that the overall reporting burden on 
employers,, for both administrative and statistical purposes, be 
held to a minimum. The SSA's strategic plan for the year 2000 
calls for exploration 'of: 

. . . the possibility of replacing the existing employers' 
wage reporting requirements with agreements by which the 
states would share with SSA, through electronic media, the 
wage data reported by employers for unemployment insurance 
and program purposes. (Social Security Administration, 1988) 

In exploring this possibility, and any other proposed changes in 
administrative reporting systems, it is essential not to lose 
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sight of the statistical requirements of SSA, BLS and the State' 
Employment Security Agencies, as well as any other statistical 

' 
' programs that may be linked to or inany way depend on the 

unemployment insurance ,and employer wage reporting systems. 

The ERUMS Workgroup believes that further, more intensive 
and extensive interagency matching studies have an important role 
to play in resolving the difficulties cited above and in 
determining the possible effects on statistical programs of 
prospective major changes in administrative reporting systems for 
employers. The design of such studies will be helped by 
agreement on and adherence to a set of basic goals. 

Recommendation 6 - Further matchinq studies shouldbe 
directed at acquirinq information tha 
eventual development of a mandatc 

It will support the 
rv reportinq system to meet 

the needs of all federal and state statistical proqrams for 
establishment lists, includinq SIC codes. An interim qoal 
should be that all aqencies requirinq or requestinq 
employers to provide data at the establishment or reportinq 
unit level adopt common definitions of units and data items 
to be submitted for these units.> 

To the extent possible, such a reporting system should 
derive most'of its information from the major administrative 
reporting systems. All supplemental information required for 
statistical purposes should be collected as part of a fully- 
integrated program, 
all users. 

using concepts and definitions agreed on by 

Three agencies -- the BLS,.the Census Bureau and the . 
National Agricultural Statistics Service -- play a dominant role 
in the direct collection of establishment-level economic data. 
Recent initiatives of these agencies, 
of OMB's Statistical Policy Office, 

under the general guidance 
have been directed at greater 

coordination of their,respective list-building and-maintenance 
activities. Further integration of business lists will require 
fuller understanding of the similarities and differences of the 
three systems, based on matching of individual establishments and 
reporting units in the different systems. 
, 

To be successful, future matching studies will require the 
full-time efforts of staff members from each of the agencies 
involved and provision of adequate support -facilities and 
funding. It will be essential to have the cooperation of the. 
major suppliers of administrative lists: IRS, SSA and the State 
Employment Security Agencies. 

Based'on‘the ERUMS experience, present statutes,' regulations 
?nd policies of the agencies involved are likely to prese,nt 
obstacles to the timely oonduct of future matching studies. 'The 
ERUMS project has demonstrated that carefully constructed 
interagency,agreements can make it possible to,conduct limited 
matching studies, and it is probable that some additional studies 
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could be conducted under similar arrangements; however, the . 
Workgroup feels that certain studies may require changes in the 
relevant statutes and regulations. 

The employer identification number (EIN) plays.an important , 
role in economic statistics programs. It is a key identifier for 
matching records from'different systems. Application for an EIN 
is often the first indication of the.exisfence of-a new employer, * 
and the application form (SS-4) provides initial information 
about the characteristics of the new employer. Existing 
employers frequently apply for new EINs as the result of changes 
in type,of organization or corporate reorganizations. 

The EIN issuance procedures in effect during the reference 
period for ERUMS did not provide any reliable method for 
statistical agencies to track such changes. The current version 
of Form SS-4 (adopted in August 1988) asks whether the applicant 
has previously appl: 'ed for an EIN for the current or, any other 
business and, if the answer is yes, to provide that EIN. This 
new information is potentially valuable for use in updating: 
business lists and should be exploited for that purpose. 
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Table-Al - Distribution of EINS 
'bv 

sinqle/multi a.r& match status 
(original ,classification) , 

‘5 

, 

WouP 
Classification No Nunber of, EINS 

Inoriginal Weight&to Weighted 
I Sample 1st stage ,-Universe 

. Sample 

%CiiS- 
trtition 
of 
weighted‘ ,. 
WLlnalJ 

TJ-l . 401 22,572 376,203 100.0 

S!SA 

Single Single 1 100 '13,08i 2181017 58.0 (0.3) 

Single None 2' 50 '2,698 44,967 12.0 \ (0.2) 

' None Single ' 3 50 6,135 ' 102,250 27.2 (0.3) 

Multi Single 4 40 94 , 1,567 .0.4 (*) , 

Single kIlti 5 40 356 2,933 1.6 (0.1) 

Multi Noke 6 41' 41 683 I, b.2 (h) 

None Multi 7 40 101 1,687 0.4 (*) 

Mllti Multi 8 40 66 1,100 0.3 (*) 
---- ----------------------------,1,,,,,,,,,,-------------------------- 

'Selected subto&ls 

AllBLSsingle . 1,2,5 190, 16,135 268,917 71.6 

All SSA single 1;3,4 190 19,310 321,834 85.6 

AllBLsli&i 4,6,8 121 ,201 ‘ 3,350 0.9 / 
AllssAmulti 5,7,8 120 523 8,720 '2.3 

, I 

All BLswith - no SSA 2,6 91 2,739 45,650 12.2 

All SsAwith 
noRIs 3,7 90 ,6,236 '103,937 27.6 

(0.3) 

(O-2) 

uy) 

(O-1) 

(0.2) 

(0.3) 

1/ 
T 

IWnbers in parentheses are 
Indicates a +andard emor, 

, 
standarderrors ofthe'percents. 
of less than 0.05 percent. 
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Appendix A 

Hatch Results for Single, BLS/Single, SSA Cases 
(Based on Final Classification CategorIesI , ’ 

Table A2(aJ - Number of unweighted EINS in final Sample 

, 
I 

; ‘J SIC Hatch I I No SIC ftatch 

I I ’ Saie 3 digit, Saw 2 digit, I SSA BLS Both 
. Geographic ratch I I Same 4 digit different different 3rd : Unknown Unknovn Valid 

status I Total I industry 4th digit & 4th digit : SIC SIC SIC 
I I 
! I I 

I I 1 
Total I 167. I 74 17 7 ‘I 28 0 41 j 

I I I - 
I I I 

Sare state and I 119 : 59 13 5 I 12 0 SO 
county I 1 t I : 

: I : 
Same state, : 14 : 1 0 0 I 12 0 I ‘1 

stateuide Code I f : 
i I I 

Sare state,-dif- I 15 I 6 2 0 I 3 0 4 
ferent county : I I 

I : : 
Different state : 19 I 8 2 2 I 1 , 0 6 

: : I -*. 
I I 1 

Table A?U(a) - Number of EINS Weighted to 1st Staoe Sarple 

: 
I 

J SIC fiatrh I I No SIC Hatrh 
I : , Saw 3 digit, Same 2 digit, I SSA BLS Both 

6eographjc ratch I ~ I Sale 4 digit different different 3rd I UnImonrI Unknoun Valid 
status i Total : industry 4th digit 6 4th digit I SIC ’ SIC SIC 

: I I , 1 
: : I 

- Total I 14535 : 7882 1838 771 I 2222 ’ - d 2225 
I I I 
: I I I 

Sare state and I 12184 I 7106 1645 62Q I 915 0 ia91 ’ 
county : I I 

I I : 
Same state, : 970 f 9 0 0 : 952 0 9 

statewide code : : : 
r : I I 

Sare state, pif- I 934 I 360 
I’ 

97 0 ,I 264 0 193 
ferent county : i I 

I I I 
Different state : 646 ! 367 97 142 r 88 0 132 

I I I 

/ z 
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Hatch Results for Single, BLS/Single, SSA Cases 
(Based on final Classification Categories) , I’ 

Appendi! A 

-. 
Table A2(b!‘- Horizontal Percentage Distribution of Table A2(a) 

’ \ 

‘1 

1 
I I 
J SIC Hatch I No SIC Hatch 

I t Same 3 digit, Same 2 digit, I SSA BLS Both 
Geographic match : I Saw 4 diglt different different 3rd I Unknown Unknoin Valid 

status : Total I. industry 4th digit C 4th digit t SIC SIC SIC 
3 . I 

, 

I 1 I ’ 
Total : 100.0 I 44.3 10.2 4.2 I 16.6 0.0 24.6 

I l I I 

I : r 

Same state and : 100.0 : 49.6 10.9 \ 
4-2 i 

10.1 0.0 25.2 
county ’ : I 

I : , ! 
Saw state, I 100.0 ; ?.l 0.0 ’ 0.0 I 65.7 0.G 7.1 

statewide code I I 
, ‘I I 

c : I 
. I 

I 
Saw state, dif- I 100.0 I 40.0 13.3 0.0 I ‘20.0 0.0 , 26.7 

ferent county :’ I ~ ’ ~ I 
I I 

Different state : 100.0 : 42.1 10.5 : 
: . 

10.5 : I \ 5.3 0.0 31.6 . 
I I I I 

,..’ . I 
- -. 

: : I I 

*Table A?W(tl) - Horizontal Perrentase Distribution of Table A2Y(a) (weishted), 
i : f 

: I 
SIC Hatch I 

J I No SIC Hatch 
: : Saw Z dlgi t, Same 2 dlgi t, I SSA BLS Both 

6eograPhlr rirtch : I Sare 4 digit differerlt different 3rd ! Unknown Unknown Valid 
itatus i Total : industry 4th disl! & 4th digit I SIC SIC SIC 

I, , I I 
: : : 

Total t 100.0 I 52.6 I?.; 5.2 I 14.9 , 0.0 14.9 / 
I I _ _ i 
I : 

, -~ 
I : 

Saw state and : 100.0 I 5i.5 13.5 ‘5.2 i 7.5 0.0 15.5 
’ county : 

: 
Sahe state, : 

stateulde iode ! 
: 

Sare state, dif- I 
ferent COllTity ’ I 

I 

: 

: . 9 

00.0 I 0.9 
I 
I 

00.0 I 40.: 
: 
I 

: 
.: 

0.0 _1I ,o.o ‘I 96.2 
I I 

0.0 

i 
10.4 0.0 I 26.2 0.0 

: 
t 

f.$ 

20.7 

Different states 1: 100.0 i 45.6 11.4 1to.G : 10.4 0.0 15.6 
I I I I : ‘. ‘, 

* 
I I I 1 

, 

. 00 
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Appendix A 

hatch Results for Single, BLS/Single, SSA Cases 
(Based on Final Classification Categories) 

Table A2(c) - Vertical Percentage Distribution of Table A?(aZ 

, 
I I 

J SIC Hatch 1 1 No SIC Hatch 

I I Saie 3 digit, Sate 2 digit, I SSA BLS Both 

Geographic match I I Same 4 digit different different 3rd I Unknown Unknown Valid 
status I Total I industry 4th digit C 4th digit I SIC SIC SIC ’ 

I 

1 I I 
Total I 100.0 I 100.0 100.0 100.0 I 100.0 0.0 100.0 

1 : I I 
: I I 

Same state and I 71.3 I 79.7 76.5 7J.4 I 42.9 0.0 73,2 
county I I ’ * I : 

I : I 
Same state, I 6.4 I 0.0 I 42.9 

statewide rode I : i 
I I I 

Same state, dif- : 5.0 ! 0.1 11.8 0.0 I 10.7 \ 0.0 9.0 
ferent county I I I 

I : r 
\ 

Different state : 11.4 I 10.0 28.6 I 3.6 

Table A2W(O - Vertical Percentage Distribution of Table A2W(a) (weighted) 

: 
I 
1 SIC Hatch ’ I .No SIC Match 

I I Same Z digit, Sare 2 digit, I SSA BLS Both 
Geograpblt ratrh I : Sare 4 djglt different different 3rd : Untnoun Unknojn Valid 

,status I Total I industry 4th digit I 4th digit I SIC SIC SIC 
1 I I 
I I : 

Total : 100.0 I 100.0 100.0 . 100.0 I 
: I I 
: I ! 

Same state and : 0l.C I 50.2 89.5 61.6 I 
county I : I 

I I : 

100.0 0.0 100.0 

Sare state, I t.5 : 0.1 0.0 0.0 I 42.9 0.0 0.4 d 
statewide code I I I I 

I : . I 
Sare state, pif- I 6.3 1 4.8 5.3 0.0 I 11.5 0.0 8.7 

ferent county I I I 
I : I 

Different state I 5.7 : 4.9 ’ 5.3 16.4 ’ I 4.0 0.0 5.9 
: I I I 
I I I I I I 
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Appendix A 

’ tJatch Results for Single, BLS/No SSA Wage Report Cases , 
Based on Final Classification Categories 

, 

Table As(a) - Number of unweighted EINS in Final Sawle 

1 
I I J SIC Hatch I I No SIC Hatch 
I I Same 3 digit, Sare 2 digit, I SSA’ BLS Both 

P Geographic ratch I I Same 4 digit different different jrd ) Unknown Unknown ‘Valid 
status I Total I industry 4th diglt 4 4th digit : SIC SIC SIC 

1, 4 I 
I I I ’ 
I .I 1 
I 

Total I ’ 22, ! 10 ‘>4 
: I 
: I 

,Sare state and I 17 : 5 4 
county I I / 

: I 
Sare state, : 1 : 0 86 

stateuide code : i I 
: : 

Sane state, dif- I 1 I 1 c 

i 

1 I 
t 
I 

1 I 
I 

d 

1 i 

: 

: 
I 

0 i 

5 

2 I 

1 

0 

0 

0 j 
ferent county : : * : 4 

! : f 
Different State : 5 : 0 0 0 0 : ,’ 0 1 2 I I : :c . 

I 
_ -*. . 

Table A;Yl~l - luatw of EIHS Uelqhted-to 1st Staoe Sample 

I I J SJI natit I I NC SIC !!atch 
I f Sare 3 digI t , Sare 2 dlgi t, : SSA BLS Both 

Geographic match ! ! Same 4 dlglt different different 3d : Unknown Unknow Valid ’ ’ 
status : Total : industry 4th digit L 4th dlglt I SIC SIC SIC’ 

I I I , 1 

: I I 
Total I Ii87 I 540 216 54 ~: I b? 54 162 

I I : : 
: ,: : 

Sare state I 5171 486 21b 54 I 108 0 54 
: I ~ : 
4 I I : I 

Sate state, I 54:’ 0 0 \ 0 1 8 54 0 0 
statewide code : : 1 I 

I : 
Sare state, dif- 1 ‘54 ‘I 

: 
54 0 0 I 0 0 - 0 

ferpnt courity 1 I ’ i 
‘ : I I 

Different state : Id? : 0 0 ’ 04 I 0 54 ” 100 
I : ‘I . I 

I) I I : 
1 

I I 



Appendix A 

Hatch Results for Single, BLS/No SSA Uage Report Cases 
Based on Final Classification Categories 

Table A3(b) - Horizontal Percentage Distribution of Table A3(al 

J 

I 
I 
J SIC Hatch I I No SIC Hatch 

I 5 I I Sare 3 digit, Same 2 digjt, I SSA BLS Both 

Geographic match 1 I Same 4 digit different different 3rd I Unknown Unknoun Valid . 

status I Total I industry 4th digit C 4th digit : SIC ‘SIC _ SIC 
I I I 

I I 

I. i ’ I 
Total I 100.0 1 45.5 18.2 4.5 i 13.6 4.5 13.6 

I I : 

SaIe state 
I I I 
I 100.0 I 52.9 23.5 5.9 I 11.8 0.0 5.9 

I I :. ‘. ; 
I I I 

I I 
Sare state, I 100.0 I 0.0 0.0 0.0 I 100.0 0.0 0.0 . 

statewlde code I I 
I I 

I I I 
Saw state, dif- 1 100.0 I lOD.0 0.0 0.0 I 0.0 0.0 0.0 

ferent county : I I 
: I : 

Different state : 1OC.G : 0.0 0.0 0.0 I 0.0 33.3 66.7 

I : I - . . I 8 t 

Table A%(b) - Horizontal Wrentage Distribution of lable A3U(a) (ueighted) 

; 
0 

1 SIC Hal:r 
I 
I NC SIC Hatch 

: : Sari 3 dlglt, Sare 2 dig1 t, : SSA BLS Both 
Seograchic ratih : : Sane 4 digit differerlt drfferent 3rd I Unknowrl Unl noun Valid 

status : Total I industry 4th’digit L 4th digit : SIC SIC SIC 
I t I 
I I I 

I : 
I 
I 

lotal I 100.0 I 45.5 It’.:, 4.5 I Ii.6 4.5, 1S.b 
: I : 
: I I 

Sarc state : 1OLl.D I 52.” 2i.s 5.9 : 11.6 
: I : 

4 I : I 

Same state, : 100.0 I 0.0 0.0 0.0 : 100.0 0.0 0.0 / 
statewide code : I : 

I I : : - ) 
Sare state, dif- I 100.0 I 100.0’ ’ 0.0 0.0 : 0.0 0.0 0.0 

fereat county I I I I 
: I ‘ I I 

Different state : 100.0 I 0.0 ‘0.0 0.0 f 0.0 ’ 33.5 66.: . 
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. yatch Results for Single, BLS/No SSA Uage Report Cases ’ 
Based on Final Classification Categories ’ ’ 

, 

Table A3(c) - Vertical Percentaae Distribution of Table A3(a[ 

I I 
J SIC Watch , I No SIC Hatch 

I I Same 3 dlgit, Sale 2 digit, I SSA BLS Both 
Geographic ratch : I Same 4 digit diffkrent different 3rd I Unknown Unknown Valid 

status f Total ! industry 4th digit , i 4th digit r SIC SIC I SIC ~ ’ 
I 4 , 

I I 

Total f 100.0 I 1oo.b 100.0 100.0 t 100.0 100.0 100.0 
I I : I 
I I I * ~ 

Same state : 77.3 : 90.0 100.0 100.0 I 66.7 0.0 3313 - 
I I t 

\ I I I 
: I I 

Sare state, I 4.5 I 0.0 0.0 0.0 I 33.3 0.0 0.0 ’ _ 
stateulde code I f i f ! 

I r I 
Saw state, dif- I 4.5 f 10.0 0.0 0.0 : 0.0 0.0 0.0 

ferent county : ‘I . I 
I : I 

Differixt state I 13.6 I\ 0.0 0.0 0.0 I 0.0 100.0 6b.? I I - 1 . I 

. . 
I I 1 
, ! I 

i 

Table AjU(O - Vertiial Percentase Distribution of Table A3W(a) (weighted1 

1 
I 
I- SIC Hatch 

I I 
I No SIC Hatch 

I : Sare 3 digit, Sare 2 digit, f SSA BLS Both ’ 
Geographer match : : Same 4 diqit different different 3rd : Unknown Unknown Valid , 

status i Total : in,dustry 4th digit k 4th digit’ : SIC - SIC SIC 

i i 
Total : 10c.o I 100.0 100.0 

I : 
9 
I I 

Same state : 77.3 : 90.0 . ioo.0 
: : L 
I I 

_ Sare state, : 4.5 : 0.0 0.0 / 
stateuide code I ,! 

I : 
Sare state, dif- : 4.5 : 10.0 0.0 

ferent county : : 
: I 

, Different state : 13.6 I 0.0 0.0 
I I 
8 ! I 

I 
100.0 I 100.0 100.0 100.0 

: - 

100.0 

0.0 

I 

66.: / 0.0 33.5 

.-. 3J. J 0.0 0.0 

I 
’ 0.0 I 0.0 0.0 . _ 0.0 

I 
I 

0.0. I 0.0 100.0 ‘66.7 -” . 
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Agreement Betneen 
Statistics of Income Division, Internal Revenue Service 

. and 

Bureau of Labor Stat)stics ,, 
Department of Labor 

. - _ 

a 'A. INTRODUCTION AND PURbOSE ' 

. 

The purpose of this agreement is to provide the Bureau of LabordStatistjcs _ 
(BLS) with limited access to taxpayer data for the purpose of the Emp’loyer 
Reporting Unit Match Study (ERUMS). nUMS i's designed to study the types -of 
prob7ems, and potential benefits, resulting“from natiqing employer 
administrative'and statistical records from different agencies for statistical 

To carry out the study a small sample of records will be selected 
!~~"5the~'files listed below and'etiracts produced whicfi will be subsequently- I mattied: I 

7. Extract from the Employer Identification file and an extract from the 
Form W-3, Transmittal of Income and Tax Statements, file. The W-3 is 
an IRS document. An extract of thesi tape files, which are maintained 
by the Social Security Administration (SSA), will be used. 

2. Extracts from several parts of the IRS'Business Master File (BMF) 
System including limited data (e.g., industry co&s) from 'income tax 
returns, plus data from the Form g?O, Employer's Annual Federa 
Unemp7oyment,Tax Return and Form %7, Employer's Quarterly Federal Tax 
Return. 

3. Extract of the Unemployment Insurance Address file for a specific ,'; j/ 
state. This file is mintaired by the Bureau of Labor Statistics., 

Both computer and manuat htchirc procedures will be employed. Once the 
na’tch is completed by BLS, summary tibles will be. produced and an overall 
report will be,written naking recotiendations *out the development of a 
system usina common identifiers in order ts make such matches easier and to 
develop coniistent procedures to be used in data collection and'analysis. 

In addition to a report on‘the general results of the mtti study, which 
will include resomnendations regardino establishment reprting, the followlhg 
specific products will result from tl?s study: i 

1. 'Evaluation of SO1 Industrial Classification System > ln~adaltion to its extenswe use Py me De?arunent of Treasury's , 
1 Office of Tax Analysis, a major application of SO1 data is in the 

- develooment of the DeDartrneFt of Comerce's National Income and I 
Produci Accounts. Th& value of the SD1 for this purpose is 
compromised,, to some extent, because the industrial classification 

.SySkn used-in the SOI is not s etrictly comparable to the industrial 
classification system used in the other major source.of in'come data 

. for the National Income and Product Accounts. This other major , 
source, wage ‘data from the ES-202 reporting system, is administered by 
St:2 Employment Security Agencies and coordinated by BLS. The ES-202 
re?crting system supplies wapz v:j salary data based on reports made 
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in Conjunction with lmemplolyment insurance (UI) payroll taxati.on. Not 
only are the SOI and UI industrial classification systems admlnlstered 
independently, but they also involve differmt reporting unit 
concepts. ' Mhereas SO1 data are based on business income taxpaying' . 
units, the UI reporting system is designed around 'reporting.units" 
which provide greater geographic and industrial detail tian IS 

- generally provided by taxpaying units. In particular, 
multi-estab7 ishment businesses are rquired,. in the !I s&t&, to 
,reporton.the basis of units that separate the employmenf and payroll, 
of activit'ies carried out in diffeent counties and/or different 
Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) categories; 

This study permits a direct comparison of reporting units in the UI 
system with IRS taxpaying units to provide kny'ledge of the,extent and 
nature-of comparabilities and noncomparabilitles between the Go data 
systems. In addition, the sbdy will provide an evaluation of the II 
joint IRS-SSA payroll reporting system.' This system, which uses the: 
IRS Form W-3; is of particular interest because it is concepttal'ly 
designed on the basis of,reporting units comparable to those In the UI 
system. Furthermore, it could be linked to the SO1 SF-tern on a 
regular basis bringing about considerable improvement in the qualit 
of SO1 industry coding and saving stissbntia7 resources currently used 
to manually correct defective industiy codes. The W-3 reporting 
system, however, rquires evaluation before it can be used in 
conjunction with SO1 data because additional geographic and industrial 
detail rquested in tie reports of multi-establishment taxpaying units 
is obtained on a vol*untary basis and,because relatively limited 
resources have been devoted to maintaining and improving the quality: 
of tie data supplied throu# the U-3 system. In the UI reporting 
system, by contrast, special efforts are made to obtain geographic ', 
-(county) atid industrial (4 digit SIC) reports, and a systematic 
program’of data quality conb-ol has been implemented. A major 
question to be addressed in this study, therefore, involves whether or 
not the quality of U-3 geographic and industr'ial data is sufficiently 
high to merit consideration of thejr use in conjunction with the 
development and application of SO1 data. 

Table I wi71 provide basic comparisons among the UI, U-3, and IRS 
reporting systems. Except where clear problems can be demonstrated in 
the UI system or where UI data are unavailable, the UI reporting unit 
Will be tak^en as the standard frcm which deviations in the U-3 and IRS 
sys terns will be compared. The table will be divided into seven parts 
to highlight the various potential causes of discre ncies amng the 
reporting systems. The first part compares, for al r UI reporting 
units, the extent of agreement or disagreement amn industrial codes 
by major industry group. The second part of tie ta le examines this E 
issue for single unit businesses cnly. In this latter case, 
discrepancies can be assumed~to be due to differences in the coding 
process. In the third part of the table, reporting units are compared 
for multi-establishment businesses that contain a majority of their 
operations (as masure by payroll) in the shte for whiti U! data . ' 
have been sampled (Texas). This part includes businesses which may _ 
operate *in mre than one industiy, but excludes businesses for whiCtr 
tie sampled UI data are un’likely to be represmtative of the their 
overa oFrations. The fcurth Ftrt includes the UI reporting units 
for multi-estab7ishmm.t businesses with the najority of their , 
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operations outside of the s&ple state. The final three parts repeat' 
the comparisons fur all units and for tie t~o'categories of 
multi-establishmznt businesses but with reclassification *of the UI and - 
U-3 reporting Mits so that all,fndustry codes for each business are 
the same (based on the code of the largest unit). These fast parts 
in conjunction with the earlier parts, will help determine the exte& 
to which discrepancies between IRS dab and the UI and W-3 data result 

I * -from differences in coding ratier than from lack of reporting unit 
detail in t+re IRS .dat~ L . 

2. L Feasibility of Developing State Data from IRS Records ’ 
Because IRS taxpaying units otren operate in more than one state, 

the ability to present SO1 estimates on ,a sbte basis is problematic. 
But just as the U-3 and UI record systems can be used to evaluate the 
industrial classification of IRS rewrds, they can also be used to ’ 
determine tie potential for developing usable geographkdata from IRS 
records. Not only cari'the extent of multi-state operations by IRS 
reporting units be detemined, but wmp'arisons dmong the record 2 
systems can also be used to determine the potential for using 
geographic data from the U-3 reporting system in conjunction with SO1 
records to develop data by state. The UI data in this study are only 
for the sbte of Texas, and therefore provide only a limited basis for 
assessing the quality of stat&level geographic data in -the U-3 
system. The UI, dab,,ho~ever, can be supplemented in the evaluation 
of the U-3 data by the state data reported to,IRS on Fotm 940 in 
connection with the Federal unemployment insurance' tax. Form940 
rquests data by state Dn taxable wages for multi-state firms. No 
breakdown of wages is available on Form 940 for substate areas or for 

.the separate induseies of multi-industry businesses. Moreover, the * 
use of Forpl 940 data necessitates the estimation of total wages on the 
basis of ta.xable wages. But, in antrast to the voluntary geo aphic 
reporting in tie U-3 reporting sysWn,,the slate reporting on arm 940 
is a legal requirement. 

T 
Indeed, if tktal wages by state can be 

estirratedreliably,from tie taxable wages reported on Form 940, then, 
it might prove feasible to use For-3 940 data in wnjunction 
data to develop a limited range of state data within the SO1 

wi,th SO1 

statisti& framework. . 

' Table II will compare k'tinated wages in Texas for the UI 
Form 940 reporting systems for various categories of report&g 

U-3, and 

emploflrs. The table will also anpare estimated non-Texas waies 
the U-3 and Form 940 reporting systems. Three major categories of 

for 

'employers will be distinguished: l).employers that operate dnly in 
Texas, 2) employers that operste outside o,f Texas but pay the majority 
of their wages in Texas (according to both the U-3 and Form 940 
reporting systems), and 3) employcs that operate outside'Texas and 
p$y the wjority of their wa 

P 
es outside of the state (according to 

- either the U-3 ur the-Form 9 0 repcrting systems). Within each of 
these ma jar categories, finer breakdowris will be,based on the extent 
of agreement of reported employer tiaracteristics among the three 
reporting systems. Categories of particular importance in evaluating ' ' , 
the sbte-level reliability of regcrting in the U-3 system, for 

. example, will be categories inqiating cases in which the u-3 reports 
cover fver states than the Form PO reports. 

# 
A proposed s';iedule of major tasks is kcluded in kta&mnt I. X 
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B. TERMS AND COND~IONS 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

IRS will Fovi& BLS with a computer file containing da? from the 
Form U-3. BLS will use tiis file to loolte U-3.fnfarmtlon for 
reporting units randomly selected from the BLS file. 

. 
' Iheof the objectives of this project is to dete-mine the amount of 

-overlap in reporting in the U-3 and BLS files. Since it is . 
anticipated that in some cases mor.e m oF.e.BLS State .EmpIoyment 
Security Administration rewrd may match with one U-3 record, multiple, ' 
nat&es will have to be resolved manually. The computer output 
rquired to do this wtch and analysis will consist of formatted 
printouts of the individual records. Security for this file will be 
guaranteed by the contractor's agreein to the provisions of Section 
C, specifically paragraphs 1. a, b, an 8 C. 

In an effort to add to the information in tie these files, the 
Internal Revenue Service will extract from the BMF copies of Forms 94q 
and 941 records for the units selected for this study. Bl.S will be 1 
provided only hardcopy output from these records. No wmputer copies 
will be oade of these records. At the wmpletion of the sbdy,‘BLS 
will return the Forms 940 and 941 records to the IRS custodian. 

No results of this sbdy will be released until IRS certifies that the 
results are disclosure free. \Disclosure-free in this regard will be . 
defined to man that itwill not be possible to identify data, eith? 
directly or indirectly, for an individual entity. As a mintrmm, prior 
to th‘e release of any information, all data which can be identified as 
being based on fewer than three sampled items will be SUppreSS2d. 
,Outputwhich has been certified by the eontractors to meet these 
criteria tit be,revielJed and approved for release by IRS. If IRS 
withholds it5 approval for the release of the wterial, it will 
specify tie areas in tiich the submitted nate?ial is found not to be 
free of disclosure. ,’ 

Individuals designated by BLS as wstodians of the files (see 
Atbcfiment II) will be responsible for observmce of all conditions of 
use and for the establishment and maintenance of security arrangements 
to prevent unauthorized access. If the custodianship is to be 
transferred within the organization, written IRS concurrence will be I 
required. 

C. SAFEGUARDS AND RESTRICTIONS’ON USE OF IRS DATA 

Inforrration will'be furnished to BLS by IRS for tie purpose of-Section 
6108 and as authorized by Section 6103(n) of the Internal Revenue Code and 
implementing Treasury Regulation Section 301.6103(n)-l(1). The conditions of 
receipt, use, disclosure, storage, transmission, access and disposition of the ' 
return information is governed by the principles contained in IRM 

c 

7(14)2(131.(11) is shown helm. 
I j 

1. Safeguards 

In performance of this wntrati, the contractor (BLS) agrees to comply 
with and assume responsibility'fcr compliance by its employees with the 
follcding rquiremnts: 
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d. 

e. 

‘: 
f-, 

The 'conb.actor certifies that the data obiained porn IRS for purposes " 
of this study shall be completely purged from a?? data storage j 

.components. If imnediate purging of al? storage components is not 
possible ,to accomplish, the contractor and subcontractor certify that 
such IRS data remaining on anystirage component will be safeguarded 
to prevent unauthorized disclosure. 

A?? ieturn information will be accounted for u 
-stored before;during, and after prucessing. p" 

n receipt and pro 
n -addition,-allure p" 

r?y 
ated 

output shall be giverSthe same level of protection as rquired for the 
source material. \ 

"All work will be performed under the supervision of-the contractor and 
'the contractor's responsible emp'loyees. , . . 

Any rekrn inforbtion 'used, in any format, shall be-used only for the 
purposes of carrying,\out the provisions of this contract, and 
information contained in such materiat sh.all be treated as 
confidential and shall not be divulged or made known in any manner to 
any person exce 
contract; Disc osure to anyone other than an officer or employee of P 

t as wy be necessary in the performance of the 
c 

the contractor, except as expressly provided by this contract, shall '* 
rquirc Fior written approval of the Internal Revenue Service, 
Requests to nake such disclosure should be addressed to the IRS, 
Project Coordinator. ' 

Any spoilage or any intermediate hardcopy printout which may result 
dwing KS's processing of tax return data used in this project shall 
be given to the IRS representative. when this,is not feasible, the 
contractor will be responsible for the destruction (shredding) of'the : . 
spo.ilage or.any intermediate hardcopy and printout and shall provide 
the,IRS coordinator with a statement containing thedate of 
destruction, description' of material destroyed, and the method used. 

No work involvin'g informiidn furnished under this contract will be 
sIrbaontrac%ed to organizations Other than BlS without the specific w - _. --- 
approval of the IRS Project-Coordinator; 

90 The contra&or shall provide the Internal Revenue Service with a list: 
of people employed who are permitted to see confidential tax return 
information. 

h. Failure b met the above safeguards nil? result in termination of 
this agreement. 

2. Crimini?/Civi? Sanctions _ -' ', 

- a .- Each officer or employee of any person to whomrehrrni or return 
P information is or my be disc’losed shall be notified in writing that 

such returns or return informatih disclosed to such officer or . 

* / ,employee can be used only for a purpose and to the extent authorized 
heein, and that further disclosure of any such returns or return 
information for a purpose or to an extent unauthorized herein 
wnstitutes a fe?ony, punishable uponconviction by a fine of as mrch 
as 95,000 orimprisonment for as lcng as 5 years, or both, together 
Wf3 the C3Sts'of prosecution. 
sati officer and employee 

Iuti person shall also so'notify eacfi . 
tqa t any such unauthorized further 

A-' - -1 ~.:wdOS’;II‘S Of re&tirns or rs$r;! t:f:fztion .my a!so rcsu!: in sr . _ 
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award df civi'i clanages against the officer or employee in an amount 
not less than $1,000 with respect to each fnstance of unauthorized 
disclosure. These penalties are prescribed by IRC 7213 and 7431 and 
set forth at 26 CFR 307.6703(n)-?. 

b. Additionally, it is inculrbent upon the 'contractor to inform its' 
offi@rs and employees of the penalties for frnptoper disc7osure .! 

imposed by the Privacy Act of 1974, 5 USC 552a. Specifically, 5 USC 
552a(i)(i), uhi& is aade applicable to contractors by 6 USC 552*a(m), . 
provides that any officer or employee of a,contractar who, by vrrtue rr / 
of his/her employment or official position, has possejsion-of, or 
access to, agency records which contain individually tdentlfM?e ' 
information, the disclosure of which is prohtbited by the Privacy Act 
or regulations established thereunder, and who, knwing.that 
disclosure of the specific material Is SO prohibited, w?llfu??y 
discloses the material in any manner to any,per~on or agency not 
entitled to receive it, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and fined not 
more tian g5 ,000,. , , 

D. INSPECTION 

The Internal Revenue Service shall have the ri#t to send its officers 
and employees into the processing facilities of BLS for inspection of the 
faci?ities and operations provided for the perforrrance o-f any work under 
this contract. On the basis of such inspection, the Internal Revenue 
Service shall have the right to stipulate specific measures needed to 
implement the safeguards contained in paragraphs ?.(a) through 1. (h) 
above, as determined essmtia? by the Internal Revwtie Servie. See 
Attachment III, Publication 1075, Tax Information Security Guidelines. 

E. PROJECT COORDINATORS 

Mr. Thorns Petska, Statistics of Income Division, 376-9767, is 
desiwated as the IRS Project Coordinator under this contract. M?. Linda’ ’ 
Hardy, Division of Occupational and Administiative Statiitics, BLS, 
523-7636, is designated as the BLS Project Coordinator under this 
conbaa. The IRS Project Coordinator will receive for the IRS a?? of the 
services called for in this coneact and will represent the IRS in the 

. Whnical phases of the work. The Bt.S Project Coordinator,wi?? receive 
for BLS all of tie services ca??ed for in this-contiact and wi71 represent 
BLS in the technical phases of the work. 

F. AUTHORITY 

\ Authority for the ageement is found in Sections 6103(n) and 6108 of 
tie Internal Revenue Code and implementing Treasury Regulations 
there?n\der. 

, , 

Statistics of I~.come Division 
Internal Revenue Qrvice 

BVT~JU of Labor Statistics 
kprbnent of Labor 
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AGREEMENT BETWEEN SSA AND BLS 
FOR EXCbiANGE OF STATZSTICM INFORMAnON IN 

EMPLOYER REPORTING UNIT MATCH STUDY (ERUMS) PILOT PROJECT 

I 

t Terms and Conditions: 

11 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

- 
3 6. 

r 

The Office of Research, Statistics and lnttmational Policy (ORSIP) in the 
SociaJ Security Administration (SSA) wiJ1 furnish the Bureau of Labor ’ 
Statistics (BLS) with tapes containing statistical data copied or derived from 
SSA’s employer files to be used ex‘clusively for the statistical purposes of this 
agreement > 

The titisticaJ purpose for BLS use of SSA data authorized by this agreement 
is to conduct a pilot study “Employer Reporting Unit,Match Study” (ERUMS) 
designed to match information from employer wage reporting and 

’ establishment rtporting‘systems at BLS and SSA, supplemented with tax 
reporting unit information from the Internal Revenue Service (IRS). 

SSA will furnish BLS with the following files (described in Appendix 1) 
containing information for cases in Texas selected by BLS and SSA: 

:. , 1 
k ‘Single Unit Code File --. 

b. hulti-unit Code File 

c Employer Report Record 
1 

Brian McDonald will be custodianof the files for BLS to wure that the data 
are used only by persons authorized in p;riting by ORSIP and BLS to carry out 
this agreement BLS will notify ORSIP in writing of any change of custodian. 
Copies or extracts of SSA data wiJl be treated as if they were original data 
files obtained from SSA. . 

In accordance with the specifications set forth in Appendix 2, BLS is 
authorized to perform individuaJ comparisons and Jinkzges of these records 
with records selected frpm ‘the BLS UnempIoyment Insurance (UJ) employer 
name and address file for the purpose of categorizing recsrds and preparing 
counts and listings for subsequent analysis, and to perform individual 
comparisons and linkages with informaticn supplied by IRS for the purpose ,of 
preparing statistical tabulationr ‘Persons authorized by ORSIP will have 
access to tJ?e linked records for the statistical purposes of this agreement. 

Exceit as authorized by paragraph 5, no effort whatsoever may be made by 
any person to compare or link individual records with names or identifying 
numbers or identifiable information from any source &oui particular 
entities 
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1. 

-’ 8. 

s 

9. 

10. 

11. 

No listin r’of data from individual records may bepublishtd Or OtkWke 
released % y BLS. 

Rdease of statistical data to anyone other than Persons authorixed by this 
agreement vill be only in summary form vhkh is not potmtidiy identifiable 
u to individual empIoytrs. Any’distribution in a table shodd be based on the 
must stringent criteria for disclosure of statirtio as applied by SSA, BU, or 
IRS. 

Adequate physical xcurity procedures must k-qed to prevefit a&s by 
unauthorized Individuals and BLS vill provide assurane satisfactory to SSA 
that such procedures are carried out, and vill petit ORSIP to conduct site 
visits at reasonable times for this purpose. 

Approximately 6 months vill be scheduled to pcriorm the matching 5 
operations and analyses of the results of the matcher; approximately 3 ’ ’ I 
additional months to produce statistical data and to perform disdosure 
analysis and suppression; and approximately I year to prepare a report on the 
results. When these operations have been completed, aI1 tapes, copies, 
extracts, derivatives and printouts of microdata or other data restricted by 
this agrwment vill: be returned to SSA or.desttoyed under SSA supervision. 

SSA 41 consult IRS &fore releasing statistical files based on tax return ’ 
information to BL.S under this agreement. SSA and BU may enter into other 
agrements consistent vith the terms of this agrement as IRS or the 
Department of the Treasury may require with respect to such statistid 
information. 

4k, 
APR24l98-6 

Date 

Oificr of R&arch, Statistics and 
Intenational Poiicy 

Wtrtru of Labor Statistics 

Appendix 1: Dueription of Contents bf Single Unit Code File, Multi-unit Cock 
File, and Employer Report Record. 

. Appendix 2 Specifications for Sample Selection, Electronic Match and Related 
-Operations, and “ERUMS” Project Timetable. 
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Reports Available in the ' 
Statistical Policy 

Working Paper Beries 

‘1 

I 

0’ 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 
10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 
18. 

19. 

Report on Statistics for Allocation of Funds (Available 
through NTIS Document Sales, PB86-211521/AS) 
Report on Statistical Disclosure and Disclosure-Avoidance 
Techniques (NTIS Document Sales, PB86-211539/AS) 
An Error Profile: Employment as Measured by the Current 
Population Survey (NTIS Document Sales PB86-214269/AS) 
Glossary of Nonsampling Error Terms: An Illustration of a 
Semantic Problem in Statistics (NTIS Document Sales, 
PB86-211547/AS) 
Report on Exact and Statistical Matching Techniques (NTIS 
Document Sales, PB86-215829/AS) 
Report on Statistical Uses of Administrative Records (NTIS 
Document Sales, PB86-214285/AS) 
An Interagency Review of Time-Series Revision Policies (NTIS 
Document Sales, PB86-232451/AS) 
Statistical Interagency Agreements (NTIS Document Sales, 
PB86-230570/AS) 
Contracting for Surveys (NTIS Document Sales, PB83-233148) 
Approaches to Developing Questionnaires (NTIS Document 
Sales, PB84-105055/AS) 
A Review of Industry Coding Systems (NTIS Document Sales, 
PB84-135276) 
The Role of Telephone Data Collection in Federal Statistics 
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